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INTRODECTION

A question that has chaillenced educators and behavicral scientists
for a long time is the guestion of why ethmicity and socicecsnamic status
- (SES) are related to acafemic achievement. Moyeske (1972 found that
ethnicity eccounts for 24 per cent of the variance in acedemic achieve-
ment. In an annotated bibliograchy of €0 studies from 1938-1965,
Goldstein (1967) corcludes that children of low-income families do not
do as well in school as children of more affivent hames, by every con-

- ceivable measure.

Several explanations have been offered for these findincs. Parhaps
the most contzoversial is the genetic deficit thesis recently revitalized
by Herrnstein (i973), Jensen (1969), ard Shockley {1972). fhile there
are many problems with this approach (discussed in Persell 1973 and 1976b),
it will suffice for present purposes to note that racial and class differ—
ence in school achievement are much gre;te:c than differences in IQ
(McCandless 1967). Further, McCandless suggests that SES may be more im- -

portant for achievement than IQ is.

Varicus patterns of mental abilities have been identified in differ-
ent ethnic groups. ZILesser and Stodolsky (1967}, for example, found that
Jews are highest in verbal ability, Chinese highest in reasoning and space

-conceptualization, blacks higher in verbal ability than Chinese or Puerto




Ricans, but lower then Puerto Ricans in mmerical zbilities and spatial
relatiors. Thus ethnicity is related to patterns of mental abilities.
In addition, social class is related to levels of mental zbilities.
These findings were replicated by Marjoribanks (1972a and 1972b), with
similar findings. Iesser and Stocolsky have not, however, related these
abilities to differences in school achievement, so we o not know if
they offer any explaration for differential adzieyfztent. Cther evidence
suggests that differences in mental ebilities may not account for vexy

; much of the academic difference between groups. Cchen (1970) finds that
IQ appears to be unrelated to school retention among different immigrant
groups. ie hypothesizes that variations in culture and motivation may be

more irportant than intellectual differences.’

A mumber of studies have tried to pinpoint culturally related atti-
tudes that might be related to schoel achievement. Thus, Gross (1969)
found cultural and value factors that differentiated Askenazic and
Sephardic Jess in the United States; Siu (1972) found caltural differences
between Chinese and Puerto Rican children that were related to achievement
motives and academic performance; Schwartz (1971) found that traditional
Japanese values were related to relatively high school achievement; and
Friend and Neale (1972) reported differences in the ways black and white

children preceived the source of their success or failure on an achievement




task, with whites judging ability and effort as more important, and

~ blacks indicating task difficulty and Juck as more notable eterminents.
There are many other such studies sesking to identify differences in the
attitudes and values of different ethnic groups. ¥hat is most critical,
however, is vhether ethnicity per se is a causal Geterminant of differ—
ent attitudes and values or whether such differences emerge from the
school and society. An interesting study of Dutch, Geman, Irish,

Italian and Polish sb.lie-ents by Pollard (1973) indicates that children

’ fram different ethnic grou\igs do show differences in motivational dynamics
thought to underlie achievemeént,and motivations a:?e related to achieve-
ment. However, ethnicity by itself does not see to be a strong factor
in determining what differentiates high from low achievers. This finding
is quite consistent with that of Mayéske (1972). \

In his reanalysis of the Coleman d;t‘a(\Mayeske (1972) found 1\:31at
when a variety of social conditions are made \o\&rpax;able étatisﬁwl}y,:~
the relationship betwecn ethnicity and school achievement virtually dis-
appears. The critical social factors which he identifies are: the
soc1al and econanic well being of the family, the presence or absence of
key family members, the students' and their parents' aspirations for
his/her schooling, parental beliefs about how the student might benefit

from education, parental activities to support these aspirations, region

of residence, and the achievement and motivational levels of the students




with whom one attends school. -

— .
¥hile Mayeske's ap.élySis does ot suggestlmparentalazﬁdulﬂ
attitudes toward education are determined, I would suggest two types of -
explanations. First, attitudes toward e&mﬁon are 'uqdoubt:dly atfected
by position in the stratification system. Interesting empirical evidence
-in support of this assertiocn comes from a study by Bacchus (1969), who
examined the patterns of educational participation‘by two major ethnic
grazps in Guyana over a 40 year period. He found that structural changeé
in political and econcmic institutigns resulting in increased opportuni-

. ) ‘tieé for all groups, led to gﬂm:%g grovps becaming mcreas:mgly similar
with respect to their attitudes toward education, judged fram their
pattems of participation in educational instituticns. The opportunity
structure within education may also contribute to attitudes toward educa-

“tion. More specifically, in this volume I will examine testing, tracking
and teachers' expectations, and suggest that they contribute substantially

to educational attitudes and achievement.

M;i:;l:e most research has locked to racial or SES ~dj.fferen'ces to ex—~ -
plain differential academic achievement, I think it is important to
emphasize the problematic nature of academic achievement as weil. ¥hy do
we tend to take for granted the validity and social worth of academic
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achievement? I would argus that one reason academic achievement remains
unquestioned 'is pmdsely because it is related to SES. Academic achieve-
rent becames an objective device to justify and legitimate social and
econcmic inequalities. But, skeptics vould argue, how do we know that .
academic achievement is not a genuine means of stat:l;s attaimstent rather

thah merely a legitimating device? -

Severai lires of evidence support the legitimating rather than

facilitating view of educational achievement. For one thing, academic
achievement is not related to success at work. Hoyt (1965) reviewed 46
studies analyzing college grades in relation to adult achievement in such
cccupations as business, teaching, engineering, medicine, scientific re-
search, and others,y and found l:.ttle or no rele_xtionship between college -
grades and any measures of adult accomplishment. In a related vein, Price
(1963) found no correlation between grade point average in medical school
ard performance in medical practice. Studies by Berg (1971), Cohen (1970),
Collins (1974), Gintis (1971) and Holtzman (1971) find little relationship
between educational achievement or attai. _.* nd perfomance in a variety
of blue and white collar jobs. This suggests that neither academic apti-
tude nor academic achievement is the critical factor for occupational

success that it is alleged to ke.




Furthermore, acadenic gptitude is not especially reiated to educa-
ticnal attairment (Sowles and Gintis 1976, Cchen 1970) or achievement
(cCendless 1967), when SZS is held comstant. If the meritocratic
prirciple of advencement « —ording o &bility were in operation, we would
eypect IQ or schielastic aputzx‘;e to be strangly related to academic attai;;-
went, which in tum would be strongly related to adult status attaimment.
In fact, reither relationship is particularly strong. vhile IQ is rolated
£o academic achieverent, it is nct strongly related to attaiment (the

mrber of years of education completed). Academic achievement, in tanm,

-

is ur-elated to occupational performence, and educaticnal attaimment is

unrelated +0 incoae, when SES is constant.

These findings reguire us to ponder vhy acedemic achieverent, which
isus.:allymredmastaxﬁardizedreading achievement test, is con-
sidered so important. Many would arjue that reading achievement is im-
portant in its own right, whether or rot it is related o "success" in
life. ¥hile I would b= inclined to agree, in a qualified way, with this
position, I o not see how reading achievement can be declared more impor-
tant than rath, science or problem solving skills. ¥hat is especially

interesting is that in a mumber of countries, family SES is samevhat smore

strongly related to reading achievement than io literature or science




achievement, while school charaecteristics are less reiated to reading
achievezent and more stxcnglyxe‘.;; d to science and literatuxe echieve-
ment (Colexen 1975). Thus onlg certain Yypes of achieverent are defined
as indicaters of academic inferiority. Moreover, these parbicuiar
measures of achievement are differentiaily related &d school and hoe
facters. Such evidence suggests that definitions of educaticonal suc-
cess may be related to the interests of Gaminant groups in society.

In short, one expiznation fcr why SES ard ethniciiy are related ‘o
acadenmic adaie}’mt.ﬂayrestinhmamﬂanicam}emtjsdeibsda:ﬁ

Measured. -

Having expressed these kasic reservations sbout acafemic achieve-
ment, Y an confronted with the results of considersble reseaxch on edu-
caticn. Many of these studies measure academic achievement as ékey
outcome. Do we reject these studies as totally useless? Y think not,
for several reascns. The Jnowledge of vhat affects “school achievement®
n'aybeofstrategicvah:\efércextaingrazps, atleast-:onashort-tem
basis. ﬁaeseneasuresarefrequentlyugedbjtmeducationalg'stemto
mzke critical decisions. Therefore, vhiie I doubt their validity, it is
important for immediate policy questions to know vhat affects academic

achievement. If lower class or minority children “co well"”, it Will be




xore Gifficuit to Giscriminate against then.

‘ Moreover, sane people will anxiy be convinced that schools affect
chiidren when resulis are aocarent on Zessures they value, such as
achievezent test scores. Thus I will present availabie evidence on the
cuestion of whether or not schools comtritatte io pocrer acadewic achieve-
ment among mincrity and low SES children, not only with respect to 2

cefinitions of achievement ased, but also in teyms of educational pro-

cesses that affect rreveiling measures of achievement.

Finajly,lellcopsiﬁercﬂmeﬁucatimalmmaswellas

. acafemic achievement. I see selfi-concept or self-esieen as a keystene

to understarding how the school system gperates (ot always successfully)
o persuade people to accept the inecualities of adulthood.

In analyzing eduecation, we must notice both oontext and process.
Part of that context consists of the prevailing ideas in efucation.
¥hile many educational ideas could be scrutiniz»d, I have chosen to e~
amine the concept of I0 testing g and to analyze its validity, procedures

and consequences {Chapter 1). Educatiocpal struchures, or crganizaticnal

forms, may also create important effects. Recent studies of school

characteristics have treated features like the age of school buildings

e
-
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or teacher salaries and, nct suxprisingly, learmed they were unrelated to
student achievement. COther school facters ray be more poveriul. In
Chzpter 2 T 1lock at 2bility grovping end racking, a struchral feature

cf schools that may sicrificantly affect educational ostcames, both cogni-

tive ard affective.

Educaticnal idess and sbruchures are mediated by individeal

teachers, who interect with specific pupils. Therefcre, I will lock at

a critical nexus in this process, nzely the genesis, ifrensmission and
results of teacher expectations (Chzpters 3 and 4). Throuchout the.

critical review and synthesis of literature that follows, I will try o
explicate a ditrerentiated thecry cf ace@emic achievement, that is a
theory of vhat schools do to cor for higher SES and etimic majority
stucents that facilitates their achievement, and what is done to lower

SES and mirority stucents that depresses their achieverent.




Chapter 1 e

TESTING

Alfred Binet develcped the first usable inteiligence test
in France in 1905. His purpose was to identify children who
might have trouble in regular schools. The first and major
Arerican users of the Binet test were Lewis Terman at Stanford,
Eenry Goddard at the Vineland Training School in New Jersey,
and Robert Yerkes at Harvard (Kamin i974: 5-6). Xanin’s
fascinating anaiysis of the scciopoliiical views of fhese
developers can only be briefly mentioned here. Goddard
argued the existence of vast differences in mental capacities,
and asked, "How can there be such a thing as social equality
with this wide range of mental capacity?® (Xamin 1974: 8).
XKamin reports that

The scientific documentaticn offered by the mental

testers that degeneracy and feeble-mindness were

heritable did not occur in a vacuum. Their views

were responsive to social problems of the gravest

moment. Their findings were politically partisan, .

and they had consequences. . . . They fixed upon

the succeeding generations of psychometricians,

equipped with more sophisticated scientific toois,

a clear predisposition toward a genetic interpre-

tation of IQ data. That predisposition is still

with us. (1974: 12)

The hereditarian orientation plus a stress on the scientific

objectivity and validity of measured intelligence still predomi-




nate in psychoretric circles. Therefore I think it is par—
ticularly important to assess evidence bearing on whether iIQ
or other standardized aptitude tesis are valid, especially
for lower class and minority individvals. Furthermore, we
must ask how characteristics of aptitude fests and of test

adninistration may affect the score attained. To do this,

we will exanine the content and validity of standardized IQ
tests and then consider how features of test administration

may contribute to the score cbtained.

I. CONTENT AND VALIDITY

Test Content

-

The skiils peasured by IQ or scholastic aptitude tests
are verbal and reasoning skills. They essentialily require
mastery Of white American English and grammar. They are de-
signed to test presgnt facility in verbal and sometimes non-
verbal skills, and from that to infer a student's capability

for future learning. As well summarized in Hobson V. Hansen

(1967),

the inference is expressed in the form of z test
score which is a statement of how the individual
student compares with the median score of the
norming group. The median reflects an average
ability to learn, a score above or below that

-13~




average indicating superior or inferior ability.

A crucial assvrpticn in this corparative state-

ment, hewever, is that the individual is fairly
corparable with the norming grcup in terms of
environmental background ang psyctolegical make-

up; to the extent the individual is not ccm-

parable, the test score Day reflect those differ-

ences rather than innate differences. {Corgres-

sional Reccrd (CR) 1967: 16750).

To deronstrate his presumed future ability to learm, a student
must have had the opportuniiy to iearn those skills relied
upon for prediction (CR 1967: 16748). Most particulariy, he
needs to have learned white 2merican Erglish. The importance
of this skili for one's iQ score is apparent on the individual
version of the WiISC. One section of that test requires the
child to repeat sentences verbatim to the examiner. fThus, a
test written in one language is taken by students who grow

up speaking a different dialect of that language. Such chil-
dren, who prove guite skilled at rendering a simultaneous
transiation of the sentence read by the exaniner, are heavily
penalized for not repeating the sentence exactly. They have
demonstrated a far more difficult skill than rote memory by
showing that they koth understand the meaning of the statement
and can state it immediately in their own dialect, but this

skill is a handicap rather than an advantage in the test

scoring.

Even the non-verbal components of the test may be viewed




as designed in ways that work to the relative advantage of
children ccning from certain kinds of homes. For instance,
again in the WISC, chiidren are given small blocks to stack
and shapes to replace in a board. Many middle class homes
nave similar educaticnal toys around for children to play

with, while many lower class homes cannot afford them, but

the children may be able to differentiate a number of keys
that lookx very much alike, or might be able to do other

tasks which demonstrate the same underlying skill.

Efforts have been made to develop test materials that
are "crlture free®" or less "culturally loaded®, but the re-
sults so far are generally disappointing, according to Findley

and Bryan (1970c), and I concur with then.

Norming Populations

jost IC and scholastic aptitude tests used in schools
are nationally standardized on white middle class populations.
The serious limitation of tests normed only on whites waé'per-
ceived by the creator of the WISC:

¥ile have eliminated the colored v. white factor

by admitting at the outset that our norms cannot

be used for the colored popuiation of the United

States. Though we have tested a large number of
colored persons, our standardization is based

~13~
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upon white subjects only. ¥We omitted the
colored population from our first standard-
ization because we @id not feel that norms
derived by mixing the populations could be
interpreted without special provisions and
reservations (¥echsler 1944).

The greatest validity in test results is found when the tested
student closely resembles the typical norming student, which

is white and middle class. - The average white middle class

student may be assumed to have had the same orportunities to
develop verbal and non-verbal skills as his peers. Under
that assumption, the national median or norm could be seen
as an accurate summary of what the average American student
“ought to have learned in the way of verbal and non-verbal
skills by a certain age and what can therefore be considered
average intelligence or ability to learn". For this reason,
standard aptitude tests are most precise and accurate in
their measurements of innate ability when given to white

middle class students (CR 1967-: 16750).

"When standard aptitude tests are given to low income
Negro children, or disadvantaged children, however, the tests
are less precise and less accurate -- so much so that test

scores become practically meaningless” (CR 1967: 16750).

Vivid documentation of the inaccuracy of standard tests

is revealed in a study conducted at Lorton Youth Center, a

penal institution in the District of Columbia. Students there




.worzing for a high school equivalency dipolma were tested
before and after instruction. Ninety per cent of the students
were school dropouts; 95 per cent were black. ©On the Otis
Test (a verbal test used in a number of school systems), their
average score was 78, substantially belcow normal. After one

year of instruction, however, the average gain for students

{as measured by the Stanford Achievemeni Test) was 1.3 years

in reading and 1.8 in arithmetic, better than normal.

“This study reveals in hard fact that a disadvantaged
Negro student with a supposedly low IQ can, given the oppor-
tunity, far surpass what might be expected of a truly sub-
normal student” {CR 1967: 167§1). It illustrates how a
standardized IQ test can_be a fauléy predictor of actual
achievement for disadvantaged students, and suégests that
such tests may be inappropriate for inferring a student's

academic ability.

-

While the problem of inappropriate standardization can

T T e

be handled by restandardizing median scores according to per-
formances in a particular school, in practice it is unlikely
that very many school districts are able or willing to do

this. Moreover, even a restandardized median does not deal

~15-
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with inappropriate test questions. Another method to im-
prove the predictive validity of a given test is to do a
follow-up study of a group of students to ascertain the
correlation between actual scholastic achievement and test
scores. To prevent contamination, this would reguire that
track placerments not be based on the score and that teachers

not be informed of the student's score. Such a validity

study is even more difficult for schcols to do.

¥

Another Prcoblem of Sténdardization

In a very original approach to educational testing,
Roth (1974) suggests an ad@itional, sociological meaning to
the term standardization. %nlike the psychometric.standard—
ization of aptitude tests nbted above, where the individual
subject’'s performance is sdored by reference to the mean
score of the norming populaiion, the.sociological meaning
refers to tge assumption that "the testing process has a
standard organization specified by the rules of the test"
(1974: 152). The interactions that occur between testor and

testee are normatively organized, i.e., there are rules that

both are supposed to follow. It is this condition that




attempts to guarantee the uniform administration of tests

to all subjects.

For example, testers are supposed to read the rules and
statements exactly as they appear on the printed tests, with

no variations. Subjects are supposed to follow the stated

rules of a particular test, e.g., to give an answer for every

guestion, even if they have to guess.

Roth takes the position that we cannot assume conformity
by testers and subjects to specify tésting rules, becaﬁse it
is difficult and unusual for actors to achieve complete con-
formity to any rules. He expects that rule variations are .
likely to occur in testing situations. Thus what happens
in the testing situation may varyvffom occasion to occasién,-
"even though the cutcomes, viewed as products, appear equi?é—
lent" (1374: 155). Hence, he argues; "we should not take for
granted that children of eqguivalent age with equal IQ scores
performed the test the same way " (1974: 155). In the pro-
cess of test giving and Eaking, it is quite possible that
non-rule bound situations occur. Therefore, the test record

should be designed to note unexpected as well as predictable,

Z4
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or “standard® events. Heowever, as Roth so usefully points ont,

a standardized,ihtelligence test like the

Peabody solves the problem of Xeeping records

by taking for granted that zhe testing pro-

cess will follow the rules and by arranging

in advance to record only whether a child

answered any item correctly or not. In other

words, the Peabody, and many other tests,

'solve' the problem by denying its existence.

Because the test record records only stan-

dard or anticipated events, the existence of

a particular standard test record does not

prove tnat the particular testing process

was actually standardized (1974: 155).
He sees this recording procedure as sociologically naive, since
it makes it impossible to ascertain in which situations the
rules were followed and in which ones they were not. Hence,
he argues, we can never know which test scores are valid and

which are not.

Rather than taking the test record as a complete summary-.
6f what happened in the testing situation, Roth used audio and
video tapes to analyze the entire session. He was able to
learn much more about the instructions provided children, .how
children receive or respond to the instructions, how the chil—
dren discover in the course of the test that the meanings of
the test rules and test items are not what they first thought.
He also saw how tester and child handled such unanticipated

evénts as intruders, bells ringing, the need to go to the

~-18-
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bathroon, etc. Finally, certain chi.dren recognize the test
as familiar, ard testers emphasize children®s previous ex-

pPerience with tests to help explain what they are supposed
>

L

to do (1974: 1586).

Roth conclugdes,

The conception of children's intelligence

in terms of measurably limited capacity is

not -justified by our intelligence test data.
instead of being a measure of the children's
intrinsic capacity, the fest cuc-off point

on the Peabody imposes arbitrary 1limits on

our knowledge of the children's abilities.

This is true of the lowest-scoring black

child and the highest-scoring white child,

as well as all the children in between.

This means that both the geneticists and

the environmentalists are wrong in treating -
the IQ tests as measures of childrerfs in-
tellectual capacities (1974: 216). -

The tests fail to give us any understanding of how a
child's mind is working, what in his background is considered
by him to be relevant to a question or task, and why.i Hence,
we learn almost nothing about either the child's mental éfo-

cesses or his mental capacities in any dynamic sense.

in sum, problems of test Eontent,‘norming populations
and standardization raise serious doubis about the validity
of 10 or aptitude tests. Problems of test administration

exist as well.
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ii., TEST ADMINISTRATION

Problems in the administration of IQ or aptitude tests
to all children but particularly o iower class.or minority
children may be consigered in terms of student anxiety,

motivation, test envircmment, situational constraints, or

examiner effects.

Student Anxiety

Samuda (1975) notes that acting singly or together,

various factors have been recognized as héightening test

anxiety. They include: a strong achievement need, fear of

failure or punishéént, deflated self-concept and inferiority

feelings, negative experiences with school examinatiops and

tests, hostile teéé—center environmént, and unfamiliarity

with testing prccedures and test-taking skills. Bekause

minority students frequently show such characteriftics, they

are more prone to anxiety than white individuals (Hawigg and

Furst 1971). 1t is questionable therefore, whether inteiii— -
- gence test scores adééuately describe the underlying abilities .

of individugls who haré»high anxiety drive i? the testing |

situation (Mandler and Sarason 1952: 172; Sarason andxﬁéndler

1952: 817).
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¥otivation

Past experience in schcol and on tests may éecrease the
ninority or lower class child's notivation in the test situa-
tion. Eells et ai. {1951) noted that to the average icwer-
class child a test is just another place to be punished, to

have cne’s weaknesses shown up, and be reninded that one is

a¥ the botton of tkhe heap {i951: 21).

Katz showed experizentally with a group of Southern
slack male students in their freshman year of college that

"the best motivation and performance occurred.... when the
"subject was told that he had a slightly better-than-even
chance of succeeding. If his chances seemed very low or

very high he apparently lost interest ¥ (Katz 1968 : 279).

Turner (1964) suggests that students! attitudes with
respect to their future education and occupation affect their
performance on intelligence tests rather than the revérse.
Turner interprets™ this causal sequence as showing that stu-
dents "who have the motivations and attitudes which lead to
high ambition may be those who are accgfdingly mctivated
to make their best performance in the test" (cited in Boocock

1972: 101).
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Test Eavironment

Performance nay be affected by the test center itself,
its locaticn, organization, and supervisors. Saruda potes that
a CEEB Committee on Eostile Test Center .nvirorment was consti-
tuted in 1971. Their preliminary report noted that 65 per cent of
minority studenis surveyed irndicated their performance for a
familiar test center conveniently located, and that minority
and norminority students were unanimous in stating that there
was no minority person performing the roie of supérvisor,

proctor, or examiner {(1975: 92).

Boocock notes that Haggard'’s experiments with munch younger
children suggest that they can often raise their scores dramat-
ically if the test is administered in a friendly atmosphere

where they are both expected and helped to do well (1972: 101).

Kinnie and Sternlof (1971) found that familiarizing both

niddle class white children and iower class black and“white

children with test examiners, with the language and materials
used on test to elicit responses, and with testlike situa-
tions in which questions are asked and performance required

led to improved WPPSI scores. However, contrary to the experi-

mentors’' expectations, the scores of the lower-class children did

- @
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not increase significantly more than the scores of the middle-
class children. Hence, familiarity aiocne dces not seen %o

explain all of the difference beiween the groups.

Situaticnal Constraints

Other cbsexrvers of testing situations have remarked upon

how the test siteation as well as the test environzent may

intimidate lower class or minority children more than it does
middle class white children. 3iabov's interview material demon-
strates how "the social situation is the most powerful deter-
minant of verxbal behavior®™ (31973: 33). ~Further, he notes that
an adult must enter the appropriate sécial relg;ionship with

- %

a child if he wants to learn what thaz éhild can do.

Labov reports on interviews demonstrating these con-
straints. Even with a skilled adult male Negro interviewer
who grew up in Harlem and knows the.boys he is talking with
very well, Labov observed monosyllabic and nonverbal Sehavior
by an eight year oid boy. HNot until the interviewer was ;ble
to break down the'social constraints was he able to elicit

rich and complex verbal statements from the youth. Labov

changed the situation by having the interviewer bring in a .

)‘




bag of potato chips, making it more of a party, by bringing
alcng the boy's best frierd; by having the interviewer get
down on the floor (cutting his height frcm 6 feet 2 inches
to 3 feet, 6 inches); and by introducing taboo words and
taboo topics into the convegsaticn, showing that anyihing

could be said into the micrcrhone without dancer.

Labov suggests transferring this Geronstration of the
social constraints affecting speech to other test sitmnations.
It snocuid be app§rent that no standard tests will ceme close
fo measuring verbal éépacity adequately. On such tests
this boy will appear as "the monosyllabic, inept, ignorant,
buxbliing chiid of our first interview®™ (1973: 33). <This
workx of Labov's suggests that there is not just one isolated
feature of the test situation that affects the ountcome, but
the entire asymmetrical pcwer relationship of that situation.
Tnerefore, improving one or another aspect of the test
situation is not likely to change it very much. Noi even a
very sympathetic, supportive individual, of similar back-
ground is able to alter the situation. The differences are

too large. The result is repeated instances of test perfor-

mances that are deemed inadeguate and deficient. GCther

.studies, however, have found that differences in examiner
>

-
-

behavior are related to test performance.
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Examiner Effects

Thomas et al. (1973} studied 116 school children From

72 families of Puerto Rican workxing class origin'residing in
YNew York City. The children ranged between the aces of 6 to
15. The ¥echsler Intelligence Scale for Children was adminis—

red to all of the children by one of two examiners. Poth
exaniners were female, ¢f Puerte Rican origin, fluent in
Spanish and English, and had comparabie experience in adninis-
tering and scoring the WiISC (1973). The children were tested
in the examiners' hcmes, both located in upper middle-class
high-rise apartment buildings adjacent to the lower Harlem
area. However, while Examiner B had never met any of the chil-
dren before testing them, Examiner A nad known the children
and their fqpilies for many years as a result of her partici-
éation in other phases of the oﬁgoing research project.
Curiously, the mean IQ’'s reported by Examiner A werzs all at
least 10 points higher than those reported by B. The children
tested By the two examiners did not differ significantly with

respect to either age or sex.

The two examiners were interviewed in order to obtain a
retrospective description of how each had conducted the testing

session, e
rd

- .,
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Careful guestioning revealed that, although

both examiners had operated within the
boundaries of the rules of standardized test
procedure, they appeared to differ markediy

with respect to the manner in which they

made initial contact with the child and sus-
tained his interest in the situation. Dpes-

pPite the fact that A already was acquainted

with the chilidren, she reported that she

sSpent considerable time with each child

before beginning formal testing. Ske greeted
the chiid in a lively and friendly maznner,
engaging him in conversation at once. She
encouraged the child to ask questisns about
herself, the apariment, and feztures of the

test itself. If the child did not Lring up

any questions, A made sure to spend time

. showing him around the apartment and describ-
ing the contents. She tried to create the
atmosphere of a game, and made every effort

to draw the child into the test situation as

a joint pleasant activity. 1In the course of

the actual testing, Examiner A reported that

she encouraged the child to txy again if his
initial response was an "I Gon't know.® More~
over, she tried to be sensitive to the child's
needs, and she organized breaks and rest pexriods
if she felt the child was tired. __

in contrast, Examiner B described herself as
being very reserved and quiet. She approached
the children seriously. Although she emphasized
that she repiied willingly to spontaneous ques-
tions, she reported that she did so in an im-
personal manner and did not pursue conversations
unrelated to the formal testing session. She
tended, to follow a set routine that varied little
from child to child. Examiner B reported that
she tended to remain silent if the child hesitated
or responded, "I don't know." She then went on to
the next item without encouraging the child to try,

-26~




stating that she felt that, encouragement at

- that tizme wonld not bring them closer %fo the
answer. €t wouid be almost an act of cruelty...
to encourage woulé continue the child's exbarrass—
ment {Thomas et al. 31973: 367-8).

Thus while both examiners were similar with respect to
soze very important characteristics -- sex, ethnic origin, and

language facility -- nevertheless some very significant differ-

ences existed between them in the way they administered the
test, even within the estabiished boundaries of tes:t administra-

tion procedures. Nineteen children were tested by each examiner,

so it was possible to ascertain whether the same children be-
haved differently with the different examiners. This was done
by examining the WISC protocols themselves, and comparing re-
sponses to the verbal sub-test items. Children tested by Ex-
anminer 2 tended to give fewer "I don't know" responses than

- those tested by Examiner B, an? the answers of the former group

were significantly longer than those in the latter group.

“For each sub-test of the verbal scale, more children made
longer responses when the items were presented by Examiner A"
(1973: 369). For the verbal scale as a whole, the children
made a significantly greater proportion of "I don't know" re- ..
sponseshto Examiner B than to Examiner A. s

LS

They note further:
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These differences in examiner-child inter-
action appear to have contributed signifi-
cantly to the differences in the level of
measured intelligence obtained by the two
exaniners. Greater verbalization increases
the opportunity of saying something right.
Also, repeated efforts after an initial ex-
pression of ignorance also increases the -
possibility of success. This tendency is
most dramatically illustrated by the fact
that the greatest difference in performance
level of the children were on the comprehen-
sion and similarities sub-scales. Thus, the
exaniner’s ability to initiate and sustain
interest in the cognitive tasks, to encourage
working in the face of initial refusal, and
to stimulate verbalization would appear to

- mazimize the level of cognitive performance.

Our findings are reminiscent of those reported
by Zigler and Butterfield in a study of changes
in the Stanford-Binet test performance of cul-
turally disadvantaged children of nursery school
age. These workers conirasted the IQ scores
obtained when 'optimizing®' rather than ’s*an-
dardized®’ testing procedures were employed. The
'optimizing' procedure consisted in altering

the order of items presented so as to insure
some degree of initial success and to maximize
the number of successes early in the testing
Procedure. Hon-responsiveness was countered

by gentle encouragement, which was continued
until it was felt that maximal responsiveness
had been obtained. 1In the 'standardized' situ- -
ation the examiner attempted to be neutral
though friendly to the children (1973: 372).

Most "disadvantaged” children do not have IQ tests adminis-

\
tered under the 'optimizing' conditions described above. To begin

with, students rarely get a testor of their own ethnic origin,

E »




or ore who is fluent in their language. Further, they seldom
have IQ tests administered to then individually. Instead they
are given a group administration. All of these factors asso-
ciated with the examiner and the testing situation undoubtedly

affect their "performance.™

Thomas and others remark that this examiner effect on IQ

performance cannot be assumed to operate Eimilarly for alil groups
of children. In their studies of the cognitive behavior of ’
middle~class children "the mean IQ scores obtaine@ by three
different examiners in the testing of 116 children were identical,
despite the fact that the examiners' testing styles and ways of
making contact varied considerably. This finding is only sugges-—
tive, inasmuch as the retesting procedure used with the Puerto
Rican,chiléren was not done" (1973: 373). There may be something

unique about the sense of unease felt by lower class children in

the testing situation that may affect their performance.

There is an additional very interesting aspect to the
study by Thomas and others. They correlated the WISC test scores
from the two examiners with the reading achievement scores of
the children on a standardized test, and found‘that the IQ scores

of Examiner B correlate better with reading achievement than do

> LD

the 1Q's oH%ained-by Examiner A. * The¥ suggest that this may




occur because group reading tests are not administered under
conditions designed to maximize-performance. I agree with
them as far as they go, but I would also suggest that this
study provides a clue that a {perhaps substantial) portion of
what is done in schools in the name of evaluation of pupil
progress and performance may systematically penalize certain

econcmic and ethnic groups.

They conclude, "Gur study indicates that the performance
level of disadvantaged children on standardized tests of intell-
ectual fﬁﬁctioning can be iaised.by employing examination pro-
cedures that are congruent with their spontaneous cognitive

styles™ (1973:. 373).

Procedural issues in test administration may affect the
test performance of lower class and minority students mofe
than that of whife middle class pupils. Such procedural problens,
in conjunction with problems of test content and standardization,
suggest grave limitations in IQ or aptitude testing. These
limitations might be acceptable if testing were insignificant in

its consequences. Therefore we must consider how tests are used.
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III. THE CONSEQUENCES OF TESTING

Aptitude tests of various kinds are used in at least
th;ee guarters of the public school system in the United States
and in a large proportion of private schools as well (Samuda
1975). 1In a study of elementary school tes%ing proérams in

New York, Connecticut, and New Jersey, Goslin et al. (1965)

discovered only one school out of 700 that did not use at

1ea§t one sfandardized test. Goslin (1965) cites similar

findings for secondary schools on a nationwide basis. & : -
‘\\Qgéger of-consequéﬁces seem to flow from this widespread use A
of tests. V
Before a testing program can have serious consequenses,
it needs to.be accepted by the school system. I have heard
of at least one school (according to a teacher in it) that
rejected a testing program which yielded unfavorable resu;ts.

The school officials changed to a test that made them and

their students 1lobk better.

This is a very different situation from that of the
Washington D. C. school system prior to 1967. There, the
- "
school accepted test results, and made very serious educational

decisions on the basis of those tests. In the Hansen v. Hobson

£
S

AN
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case, the court ruled that school personnel were not able

to ascertain "with reasonable accuracy the maximum potential
of each student.® This ruling was based upon more than the
techincal deficiencies of aptitude testing. The court was

also concerned with the consequences of misjudgrments for

the education of disadvantaged children. Because of the

false images test scores can create, teachers and principlcs

may underestimate the capabilities of such children, and thus

- -

undereducate them.

As ‘evidence for ;ts conclusion about underestimation,
the pour€'noted how in éne year, 60 per cent of*the'teachers'
and principles’ evaluations of children were overruled by an
outside panel of testing expercs. The court expressed concern
for the thousandslof youngsters who were not reevaluated so
carefully, and judged that a "child's future is entitled to

judgments giving better odds than one out of three" (CR 1967:

16752).

Related to this consequence of underestimation is the

problen of mislabeling minority children as mentally retarded

(MR) , or as educable mentally retarded (EMR). Dunn (1968)




reports that minorities ccmprise more than 50 per cent of
those designated mentally retarded in the nation. In Cali-
fornia, blacks represent 9.1 pexr cent of the student pcpula-
tion, yet they account for 27.5 per cent of the educable
mentally retarded but omly 2.5 per cent of the mentally gifted
(Figures issued by the Bureau of Intergroup Relations of the
State Depariment of Education for the Siate of California, re-
ported in Samuda 1975: 113). Two major studies dramatized the

effects of standardized tests on the mislabeling of minority
children. Mercer (1971) found that éhe puﬁlic schools in
southern California were sending more childrer to ¥R classss
than were any of t+he 241 other organizations Mercer and her
colleagues contacted (such as law enforcement agencies, private
organizations for the MR, medical facilities; religiocus organi-
zations, and public welfare centers). The reason for this
discrepancy seemed to be the placing of undue weight upon IQ
test scores for placement, a nearly total absence of medical
diagnosis, a higher than usual cutoff score (79 compared to

the recommended scocre of 69 or below), and a failure to inter-

pret I0Q scores in the light of sociocultural factors. Mercer's

study found more than four times as many Mexican-Americans and




twice as many blacks enrolled in classes for the rentally re-
tarded than their proportions would justify. However, Mercer
found that when ¥R was defined by adaptive. behavior as well
as IQ test score, aad when those scores were interpreted in
light of sociocultural considerations, then the racial im-

balance in classes for the MR vanished. 2s a result, she

argued, about 75 per cent of the children enrolled in MR
classes were mislabeled, incorrectly placed, and suffered from
stignmatization and lowered self-esteem and Jiminished learning

opportunities {reported in Samuda 1975: 114).

The second study was the court case of Larxry P. et al..

V. Wilson Riles et al. (1972). Six black San Francisco ele-

mentary s&hool-children claimed that they were placed in EMR
classes on the basis of IQ tests alone, by the San Francisco
School District. When the children were retested by certified
black psychologists, who took account of the cultiz -l zad ex-
periential backgrounds of the students, d11 scored above the
cutoff point of 75. The Court ruled that placemen: in classes
for the EMR coulé not be based primarily upon IQ tests as they
k]

are currentlx administered, if the consequence of using such

criteria is racial imbalance in the compositicn of such classes

(samuda 1975). :




in addition to the underestimaticn and mislabeling of
minority children, a second major consequence of stamndardized

ability testing is undereducation. By having curriculun

differentiated according to presured ability, schools determine
the scbpe of subject matter and pace of learning.‘fas Judge

Skelly ¥right noted, "¥hen a misjudgrent dces occur, the result

g;ll be institutionally to shunt the student into a curriculum
{paced) to his presumed abilities, where he is iikely to pro-

.

gress only at the speed at wnich_he is taught. 2 sixth grade

student nourished on third grade instruction is apt to finish

the year with 2 third grade education; yet the haunting ques—u

tion; could he have done better?” (CR 1967: 16753).

-

~ ~ ~
¥hile Chapter 3 of this volume considers in detail the

effect of test scores upon teachers; expectations, it is im-
portant to note here the likely'?onsequence for vndereducation
inherent in a teacher's assessment of a chiid's potential based
upon test scores. 1In Hobson wv. Hansen, the "defendant's own
testing expert, Dr. Roger Lennon, acknowledged this to be the
common experience..... Although test publishers and school

administrators may exhort against taking test scores at face

value, the‘magic of numbers is strong"” (1967: 16752).
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¥oreover, the school system can heighten the importance
of tests when those scores are the basis for major adninistra-
t;ve decisions within the systen. By reguiring a nuzber of
tests, Judge Wright stated, the school systenm is in effect
placing its official imprimatur on these tests. Morecver,
when track placement is pased upon those scores, “the worth
of a test score rises high” (1967: 16752). Thus, the weignt
an institution places upon test scores may increase the im—

portance of those tests for the teachers' expectations.

If contact with peers of different backgrounds and skills
contributes to a child's education, and if the use of test scores
isolates child@ren from such contact, then t sting may contribute

in y2t another way to the undereducation Sf children SO segra-—

gated. -

Finally, the sociceconomic and ethnic segregation that
occurred in Washington D. C. schools was accompanied by the
éssignment of more highly paid and more experienced teachers to
predominatly white schools. While national studies (e.g. Coleman

et al 1966) have found teachers' salq;ies are unrelated *o

academic achievement, it is still possible that salaries could

-
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be related within a particular school district.

Several azdditional conseéuences of underestimation and
undereducation can be noted. The testing and tracking practices
of ¥Washington D. C. were accompanieﬁ by the presistence of low
test scores and indeed even declines in acadenic achievement.
Judge Wright noted that in grade 3, 67.2 pexr ceant of students

in District schools were reading at or above grade level, but

by grade 8 fewer than half (45.5 per cent) of the students

were at that level. If ability alone were.the determining
factor, one would not expect suéh a dramatic decli;e in achieve-
zent. Instead, educational factors must play a critical role.
Finally,vstuqents experiencing these consequences apgfar
to lose seli-esteen, becc;; alieQZted, and may be more likely
to drop out, although Judge Wright concluded that the evidence
on this last charge was confused. In 1963, 37 per cent of the
1960 tenth grade did not graduate, making Washington the third
worst of 19 large city school systems in thg country, bettex
only than New York and Détroit. ¥hile the proportional trend

in Washington was gradually improving, the number of dropouts

was increasing. Most of the dropouts were from the lowest two
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tracks. The mixed findingsrleft the Court unabie %o establish

2 clear 1ink between tracking and dropouts (C2 16753}.

To summarize, by virtue of their content and their ag-
ministrative procedures, standardized I0Q or aptitvde tests are
extrexely inappropriate means for ascertaining the “ability®

of lover class and minority children. The prevalent use of

test scores for educaticnal decisicns has resuifed in the mis-
classification and mislableing of thousands of minority students,
with the apparent additional conseguences of undereducation,

lower teacher expectations, diminished self-esteem and increased

rates of dropping out. These latter assertions reguire more

rigorous supporting evidence. The next three chapters review
~ -

Preciseiy this type of evidernce. v

(%)
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TRACKING

The prccess of homogeneous ability grouping, which is
placing children together in a class »ecause of similar apti~

tude test scceres, has a long history 3n the Tnited States. The

first recorded example was the Harris plan in St. Lounis in 1867.
In the 1920's and 1930*s, the proctice of ability grouping
creatly increased. Soxe suggest that homoceneous grouping grew
in respense to the expansion of secondary education {e.g., Trow
1966 and Bowles and Gintis 1976). Fronm ;935 to 1950 ability
grouping fell into disuse, and then in the laze 1950%s it was
revived, apparently in response to the Russian laupching of ~
Sputnik and AZmerican concern with identifying and educating the
“gifted.” That period was also mdrked by the increasing migra-
tion of rural southern blacks to northern cities and by an in-
flux of Puerto Rican and Mexican-American migrants. ¥hile
hundreds of resear;h studies have been done on abiliiy grocuping
since the 1920°s (fgr a review of these, see Goldberg et al.
1966), we will generally be concerned with the more recent re-
search.

Early proponenté of ability grouping stressed flexible

subject area assignments. Over time, however, agrouping has be-

' - 39 -
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come increasingly rigid. When homogereous ability grouping

,/,occurs thrxoughout a school, i’ is termed tracking in the Unit-
ea States apd streaming in England. The prevaleace of track-
ing systems, especially in large metropolitar sthool systems,
seems to have increased in recent years.

In a survey of how ability grouping is done, Findley

and Bryan (197Qa) note that 76 percent of elementary and sec-~
ondarﬁ school administrators report scme degree éf ability
grouping. In 1958 the National Education Association (HE2) )
survey found that grouping was practiced in 78 percent of el~
enentary schools and 91 percent of hig@fschools. This figure
may soﬁzwﬁét‘;éééreﬁfimate the exfént of gro;;ing, since Eeynes
(1966) found that administrat;rs reported 1ess-ability group-
ing than did teachers or students (cited in Rosenbaum 1974).
This chapter will address three guestions about ability
grouping and tracking. What is the basis for allocating stu-
~dents to different sections? Do diiferent processes occur

within different groups? What are the conseguences 5f homo-

geneous ability grouping or tracking?

I. BASIS FOR ALLOCATION

Thxee major criteria for allocating students to homo-




geneous ability groups have been noted in the vast iiterature:
1} standerdized test scores, 2) teacher grades, recommendations
i
4
or opinions about pupils, znd 3) pupil race and socio-economic

class {SES).

Standardized Test Scores

The NEA survey of 1962 found that achievement tests and
. I3
IQ tests were the primary basis for groé ing in secondary
schools. Findley and Bryan (1970a) reported that 82 percent of

s

the districts reporting ability groupihig used tests in whole or
P

"

in part, although 9213,13'§é53ent indicated they used test
scores alone. FEQ a reanalysis of the Coleman (1966) data,
Heynes learned that tested verbal ability explains 17.6 percent
of the variance in curriculum placement in secondary schocls
(which is 65 percent of the total variance explained). Thus,
shé concluded, curriculum placement is primarily dependent upon
test scores.

In Washington D.C., the track system was based complete-
ly on "ability" as judged by standardized tests (Findley and
Bryan 1970b: 51). However, track placement was "directly xe-
lated” to SES, in the eyes of Court of Appeals &udge Skelly

Wright in the Hobson vs. Hansen (19%7) case. The Hobson case

was the first to raise the issue of ethnic and social strati-
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fication that so often accompanies tracking. This ccnsequence
will e considered bzlow.

Ccarter (1970) found that tracking was widely practiced
in southwestern schools in the United States, wéére there are
large numbers of Mexican-American children. Track placement
rested upon the appraisal of intellectual capacity and academic

achievement (through tests or other means).

In short, standardized tests of academic ability with

all their limitations discussed in the previous chapter, are a

major basis for homogeneous ability grouping or tracking.

Teacher Recommendations

~ Teacher recommendations are used by some school dis-
tricts instead of, or in addition to, standardized test scores
(Finéley and Bryan 1970a). The National Education ASsociation
survey (1962) found that elemsntary school group placement was
based primarily upon teachers® judgmenis. Rist (1970) reports
that the teacher’s judgment was the basis for assigning chil-
dreﬁ into learning groups on the eighth day of schooi. Mackler
(1969) suggests that teacher judéments may be based on other
than purely academic achievement grounds. ZIn his observations

of Harlem schools, he noticed that the price for success (high

group placement) is behaving in a way that the school £finds




acceptable. Thus behavioral elexents may play a considerable .
role in grouping, when assignment is mediated by teacher
recommendations.

In a study of three junior high schools in the midawest,

Kariger (i962) found that track placement was based upon teach-~

er grades, study habits, citizenship, industry, and social and
emotional maturity. He found that this practice resulted in

~ less ethnic and social class diversity within the various tracks
than would have occurred if test scores alone had been used as
the basis for track assignment. Subseguent changes in track
assignment were also patterned. 2Among upper class children who
rereéshifted, 93 percent were moved upward; among m{?dle clas;
children, 68 percent were moved upward; and among lower class
children, 61 percent were moved upward, The original track
placements were highly related to social class, and the ensu-
ing "corrections” pushed further toward homogeneous groupings
with respect to social class.

Pupil Race and Socio-Economic Siatus

While few can disagree that race and class are associ—
ated with track placement (more evidence on this subject is
presented below), many would deny that race or class is a basis

for allocation to track. Mehl (1965), for example, found that
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the pupils in the top two homogeneous groups and those in the
bottcg.two groups were segregated alcng social class lines.
Moreover, he found only a low correiation between SES and IQ or
achievement. Unfortunately, he @id not amaiyze class and aca-
demic ability simultaneously in relation %o track placement.
Other reseafch studies, however, have done this. BPBoth Kariger
and Brookover et al. found that SES was related to track place-

ment even vhen student achievement was heid constant {data re-

z

ported in Jones 1972: 347).

Heynes (1974) did an analysis of covariarnce and found
that SES explained only 3.2 percent of the total variance in
girriédiumﬂplacement in schools, although the joint effects of
socioecononmic status and verbal ability accounted for nearly
25 percent of the total variance explained. Thus, while SES
had only a small independent effect 6n track placement vwhen
verbal ability was held constant, SES and verbal ability inter-
acted with each other in a way that also affected track place-
ment.

Schafer and Olexa (1971) observed that placement in the

non-college track was highly related to both race and class.

Even vhen prior school achievement and IQ were controlled, 40

percent of blue collar and 60 percent of blacks with high IQ




and ﬁigh achievement were placed in the non-college preparatory
curriculum, while 60 percent of the white middle class students
with low IQ and achievement were put in the academic track
(cited in Trimberger 1973: 41). Skeptics would Eeply that

student choice might account for this discrepancy, with fewer

biue colla; or black students wanting the college preparatory
curricuium. BAs Jencks et al. (1972) report, by the time a
student has entered the eighth grade his educational and oc-
cupational aspirations are fairly fizedt‘Without knowing more
about how track assignments were_made, we cannot conclude from

the Schafer and Olexa study that race and class were the cri-

- -

teria used to place students in the non~college curriculum. B
Work by-Baker (1974), however, does show that race was
very salient for placement into the lower tracks of a special-
ized vocational high school in New York City. By spending
several years at the school, getting to know teachers, sitting
in on entrance interviews, and observing decision-making ses-
sisns, Baker saw how labor market criteria}relating to race
" were brought into educational decisions regarding track place-
ment. While we cannot know its géneralizability; this instance

indicates that allocation decisions were made by the school,

not by students, and that oné criteria used was race.




The relationship between social class and track place-
ment has been observed in England. Douglas (1964} found 11
percent more middle class children in the upper streams and
26 percent fewer in the lower streams than would be expected
on the basis of measured ability. Judging £rom his own ob-

servations of schools, he noted that cleanliness, good clothes

and shoes were even more important than a child's SES. In that
situation, the appearance of gentility was more important than
the underlying social and economic position of the family.
Husen foﬁnd that lower class students with equal tested abil-
ity in Sweden.werg not in the able student clisses as often as
'highe;zclass students (citeq, in Goldberg et al. 1966: 166).

In an analysis of the British educational systeg, Elder
(1965) observed that the lower the measured ability of the
child, the more educational placement was determined bﬁ the

family'’s SES. This interpretation is clearly consistent with

Kériger's data about placement and charges in track position.’

In brief, standardized test scores, teachers® recom-
mendations and pupil SES and race are related to ability group
placement, sometimes directly and sometimes indirectly. Tests

and teacher recommendations themselves appear to be related to

* e
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race and class. How these criteria are selected, and by whonm,

are guestions worthy of further investigation.

II. PROCESSES ASSOCIATED ¥WITH ABILITY GROUPLEG

At least three different processes have been observed
to vary according to ability group or track placement: the in-
struction offered, the situdent-teacher interactions which occur,
and the extent of “cooling out®™ mechanisms.

Type of Instruction

Vhile many studies of ability grouping or trgcking un-~
fortunately fail to control fo? the type and a&ount éf instruc-
tion ?fzered, a number of instructional differences hayg been
observed.'rﬁeathers (1967) found that teachers inaicéted the&?
stressed basic.skills and fac%s with slow learners and used
drill a great deal with such students, while they emghasized
conceptual learning with high ability groups, and encouraged
such students to conduct independent projects (cited in Heath-
ers 1969: 566). cin a like vein, Squire’s (1966{ national
study of the teaching of English in American high schools re-
vealed that teachers tended to employ dull, unimaginative in-

structional approaches with so-called slow-learning groups

{cited in Heathers 19569: 566)-.
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In a study of a British compretensive school, Heddie
,fealized that students in different streams received different
educational content, wiéhin a given topic. She notes one eco-
nonics teacher who reported that with the A Streanm Childzen;
"I'd be much more concerned with how the different tyyés o§
taxaticn work,” whereas with the C stream pupils the %eacher
wouid teach “how to £ill in tax forms® (1971: 148). ZHeddie
notes that this differential treatment of the econocmy means
that cer;één categories of analysis are made availéble‘to sone

studenis but w.thheld f£rom others (1971: 149). Similar differ-

ences in curricular ofiferings in middle class and working class
schocls were noted by Leacock (1959).

Two useful curricular variables were suggested by Soren-—
son {1970). Tracking systems may vary with respect to thke
amount of chéice they allow s?uden%% among curriculums and re-
garding attendance (he calls this the degree of selégtivity) and
as to the range of alternatives they provide. Anseloneﬁhaslﬁis—
covered that “disauvantaged” students tracked into a special
university program had a more limited choice of majors,'were
allowed fewer cuts, and could choose fawer electives. These

findings reveal that a tracking program highly related to soc-~

L]

ial class shows dififerent structural arrangements in differen
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tracks.

¥hnile we need to know much more than we presznily do
about vaviations in the content and structure of different
curricula, the availzble evidence suggésts differential treat-~
ment, with lcower groups receiving less material and less desir-—

abie types of instruction.

Teacher-Student Interactiocns

¥ost of the research on ability grouping has not in-
spected the nature)or freguency of teacher-pupil interactions
within various group;. Freiberg (1970) was one researcher who
"°  did, however. EHe found that the higher group received more em-
pathy, praisg, and use of their ideas, as well as less direc~ _
ti;n and criticisms &nan the lower grcups. As Rosenshine (1970 )
has indicaZed, we do not yet know how behaviors such as these
!ﬁre related to student achievemegt, Tut it seems reasonable to

.

expect them to be related.to self-esieem at least. Unfortunate-

—

iy, I lccated no research on such consequences,

Cornbleth et al. (1274) have provided some.information
about possible conditicns under which diffeééntial teacﬁer be-~
havior appears. They found that‘elementary teachers gavé low

and high groups equal response opportunities, vhile secondary

teachiefs gave lows fewer response oppértunities. This is con=




sistent witdi the work of Alper:t (1974, 1975) who found that
reading ability group placement in first grade was not related

to & nuzber of teaching tehaviors. ZEer work was done in Tive
Ronman Catholic middle class white schools in Kew York City.
Class or racial homogeneity may be related to treating differ~

ent ability groups in similar vays.

2ccess o Resources

In addition to variaticns in the curriculum aﬁd teaching
received by students in different ;bility groups, several
stuﬁieé suggest the differential access to educational resources
as;ociated with track placement. Hargreaves (1967) found %+hat
poorexr teachers were regularly assigned to teach lower streams.
Apparently both the teachers and the students knew this.

Heynes (1974} found that curriculum placement was relat—
ed to diffe:eétial access to school resources, specifically the
nunber of meetings with school counselors and the amount of en—
couragement students felt they received from counselors. Armor

(1962) and Weinberg and Skager {1956) also report greater use

e

of careef guidaﬁéé services by middle and upper SES students.
Heynes suggests that other school resoerces, such as science
equipment or library facilities may also be differentially dis—

tributed by curriculum track, although skhe did not measure that
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possibiiity. ZIf this is the case, stvdies of the effect of
schooling which treat schools as units of analysis may con-
pletely overlook the possibiiity of internal differentiation
in the availability and use of rescurces.

-

*Cooling Cat® ) (’

A feature associated with the twe-year corunity college

was noted by Ciarkx (1260) and reaffirmed by Karabel {1972}.
That vas the process o “cooling out® which they noticed occur-
ing within the junior college. <Clark noticed three types of
students’ in the commnity college: the terminal siudeni, the
tzansfeg/;tudent, and the “latent terminal® student who. aspires
to traﬁéfez but probably cannot, in the eyes of»college offic-
ials. As Karabel notes, “the crux of the dilemma is how to
gently convince the latent ferminal student that a ifransfer
program is inappropriate for him‘wit;out szeming to deny him
the equal educational opportunity that Americans value so high-
iy" (Xarabel 1972: 537). “#he mechanisms outlined by Clark in-
ciude: 1) pre-entrance testing, often leading to required en-
roilment in remedial classes, 2) a ccunseling interview before

registration each semester, when a student is told his chances

for success in particular courses, 3) a special regquired course

called "Orientation to College® designed to help students eval-




%

vate their own interests, abilities, and aptitudes in view of
the reguired training for their desired occupation, 4) grade;
in courses, and 5) probation (Clark 1960: 555-76). Probation
sexves to "kill off the lingering hopes of the most stubborn

latent terminal students,” according to Clark. "Cooling out®

is furthered by efforts to provide alternative forms of achieve—

ment; a series of steps desigrned to grazdually disengage the

student; providing denial on the basis of test scores, grades

and the student’s cumilative record, thus placing the spot-
light on the studeni’s failure rather than on the structural
featuresy and the presence of "agents of consolation® in the
form of cognselOZS who are experienced at helping students ad-
just to the idea of lower status occupations (Clark 1960).

Clark stresses that this "cooling out®™ process rust be conceal-
ed. Thus thwe rhetoric of the jﬁnior'college stresses the trans—
fer and terminal programs rather than the role it plays in
transforming transfer aspirants into terminal students.

To my knowledge "ccoling out” processes have not been

analyzed in secondary schools or in four year colleges, al-

though similar practices probably occur there as well.




iT¥, TEE COHNSEQUENCES OF 2 ITY CGROUPING OR TRACXING

The extent to which ability grouping is relaied io seg-
regation by class and §ES has izmportant irplications for aca-
denic achievement, self concepi, attitudes, surcuitures and
teacher expectations.

SZ2S ard Erfhnic Segregation

A number of American arnd internatiocnal studies have
shown that children from the middle and upper classes are
found mainly in high-ability groups, whiie children from the
lower ciasses are found disproportionately in low-ability
groups. This finding appears in reports by Douglas (1964),
Husen and Svensson (1960), Kariger (1252), Mehl (1965), Sax~
thory (1968), and Willig {i963). Reviewing a number of studies,
Eash (1961) noted that at an early age, ability grouping seems
to favor unduiy the placement oi hicher SES children into high-
er ability groups. .

Racial as well as SES separation has been associated
with g;ouping, as noted by Esposito (1973}, Hobson vs. Hansen

(1967), Mayeske (1970), and Racial and Social Isolation in the

Schools (1969). Several studies, including McPartland (1969),

Matzen (1965), and Wilson (1967) have suggested that such class

and racial segregation may reduce the educational stimulation




of 16wbachieving students. These research studies iend sub-

stance to Eeathers' {1569) statement that ability grouping may

be "an agency for maintaining and enhancing caste and class .
stratification in a society.®” Class stratification m_ght also

be maintained via the academic cuicomes of tracking. -

Acadenic Cuticcres

£n assesszent of the effects of ability groﬁéing o1 « .
acadenic achievement is based on an examination of single
studies and review articles. Articles reviewing a total of more
than 217 studies have been written by Miller and Otto (1930),
Biilett (i932), Coodlad (1960), Daniels {1961), Eash {1961),
Ekstrom (1961), Goldberg et al. (i966), Yates (1966), the Ha-
tional Educational Association (1968), and Pindley and Bryan
{(1970b). On the basis of these contributions to the literature,
it is possible to conclude, as Findley and Bryan jl970b) daid,
that separation into ability groups has no clear-cut positivé

-

or negative effect on the averadge scholastic achievement of

the students affected. There is a slight trend toward improv-
ing the achievement of "high ability" groups, but that is off-
set by substantial losses b7 the averaée and loﬁ groups.

A numbexr of studies, hovever, indicate that gains for

the "higher ability” group only appear when the content, mater-




ials, and teaching nethods are enriched for them, and when they
are “pushed® (Eash 1961, Ekstrom 1961, Goodlad 1960, HHational
Educational Asscciation 1968), fThis it is not ability grouping
per se that explains the gains of the “higher ability® groups,
bui. the differentiated teaching and curriculunm they receive.
This con>lusicn is consistent with the firding by Dougias that
"higher ability"” students in the A strean improved, while stu-~
dents of comparable ability in the B stream deteriorated. Sim~
iiarly, "lower ability® st;dents in the 2 stream gained while
similar pupils in a lower stream lost. In the Douglas study
we cannot tell whether there were different curricula involved
‘ or differential teacher expectations.

The dirxect resuli of the differential gains and losses

in academic achievement is increased academic differentiation

of pupils in schools with ability grouping. Daniels (1961),
Borg (1966), and Heathers (1967, cited in Heathers 1969) found
that ability grouping in schools was related to an increase in
the dispersion of students® scores on standardized tests of
academic achievement. gbre recently, Rosenbaum (1974) has
argued that the variance in IQ scores over time is a better
indicator of the effect of tracking on the students in a schoél
than is’'a change in mean scores. Schafer, Olexa and Polk (1973)
g 62
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report a widening gap in academic performance (measured by stu-
dent grades) frcm ninth grade to twelfth grade between the
college and non-college tracks.

This increased differentiation could be one factor help-
ing to support the relative stability of ability group or track
placement. Daniels (1261) found that children were very likely
to remain in their assigned abiiity levels. 1In his study,
teachers thought that about l?\percent of the students were
shifted from one level to anotgér each yea&, while in fact only
about 2 percent were shifted. Schafer, Olexa and Polk (1973)
learned that only about 7‘percent of the students moved from
the college track to the non-college track and vice versa.
Similarly, Rosenbaum (1975) repcrts that virtually all of the
upper college track students stayed there, as did ail of the
non—college4students. Many lower college track students change
o non-college tracks. He sees stability as the chief cparac—
teristic of the system, with the main openness being for down-
ward change. This is very consistent witH the Washington D.C.

A
system where track placement was permanent fo*“go’gg;cent of

the students (CR 1967: 16760).

e
PN
-

A final implication cf this stable system which pro-

duces academic differentiation is the effect it has upon the




purs;it of further education. Ability group or track assign-
nent tends to become stabilized, and curriculum tracking is an
important determinant cf further education. 3In a national
sample of high schecol graduates, Jaffe and Adams (1970) found
that track in high schcol (and not ability) was the ﬁariable

most importantly related to whether a student went to college -

and whether to a two or four year college. In addition to aca-
demic outcomes such as these, it is possible that ability group-
ing affects one's sense of self.

Self~concent and Attitudes

Findley and Bryan (1970b) note that reséarch on ability
grouping in the 1920's and 1930°'s did not st.dy the affective
domain. Those studies were concerned only with the conseguences
of grouping for achievement. Studies in the early 1960's werxe

. concerned with the efifects of abilif& grouping on the "gifted.”
Today, Findl: vy and Bryan remind us, low and high ability group-
ings have socioeconomic and ethnic overtones.

In general, the effects of ability grouping on self con-~ .
cept are mixed. Four studies have discovered that ability
grouping is positively related to seli-concept fér "low ability”

students, but negatively related for "high ability” groups

(Covles 1963, Drews 1963, Olavarri 1967, and Wilcox 1963). At
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least one (Olavarri 1967) found that special adjudgments were
nade by teachers of the ®low ability" classes to provide in~

creased chances for student success. The “high.ability“ stu-
dents only slightly favored the grouped settings. —

A few studies find that ability grouping is not relatéd

to different seli-concepts (Bacher 1964, Dyson 1965, Pick 1962,
Goldberg et al. 1966, and TLovell 1960). At least two of these
studies (Bacher and CGoldberg et al.) were in predominantly
white middle class schools, suggesting that racial and socio-
e;onopic.homogeneity might sometimes reduce the relation be-
tween grouping and self-concept.

The.majority of studies, however, report negative con-
sequences for the self-concept of "average” and "low ability"”
students (Adkison 1964, Barker Zunn 1970, Borg 1966, Byers
1961, Kelly 1975, Levenson 1972, Luchins and Luchins 1948,
Mann 1960, Ogletree 1269). Reviewing numerous other studies
in addition to these, Findley and Bryan (1970b) conclude that
ability grouping builds (inflates?) the egos of the "high ab-
ility" groups and reduces the self esteem of "average” and
"low ability” groups. They think that ability grouping does
not “promote desirable attitudes and healthy self-concepts”

(1970b: 24). Most of the studies mentioned above did not con-

6.




sider ethnicity or SES, so we do not know whether ethnic minor—
ities and low SES students are affected in similar ways by ab-
ility grouping. This question needs further investigation.

Quaiitative data vividly depict the effect of ability
sorting on the seli-concept of the children involved. Report-
ing on the British system prior to its reform, Elder (1965)
quotes one headmaster as saying, "I have not found any pupil
who failed the eleven plus exam who has overcome his sense of
inferiority at this failure, irrespective of hic performance
even at university level®” (1965: 184).

Mann (1960) interviewed 102 Fifth graé;rs in one Amer-
ican school with akility grouping. She asked them which fifth
grade section they were in, and why they were in that section.
She found that the highest and lowest groups were mosg avare
of their level, and replied that they QEre in the "best" or
"high" or the "low" group, rather than by giving their teach-
er's name. The reasons they gave? "I'm smart,” "We're smart—
er,” "I'm too dumb,” “We don't know very much," "We are lazy:“
She concluded that ability grouping was cruel to all but the
top students. '

Thomas Cottle (1974) gives a very telling account of the

effects of grouping on one eleven year old black boy:
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Ollie Taylor is 11 years old. He lives with his fam~
ily in Boston. They are very poor even though his father
works almost 50 hours a week. Ollie and his five brothers
and sisters have all attendd® their neighborhood school,
and all of them have ended up in the so-ca¥led bottom tracks.
For this boy failure is an inevitability. Almost every ac-
tion he takes ends in convincing him that he is, in his own
words, worthless. And from spezking with him for three
years, I know that feeling can be traced directly to his
school, not to his family from whom he receives encourage-
ment, love, and respect. His parents and grandparents tell
me that the inner strength given him bv God, and sustained
by their enduring care for him, is going to be shattered by
years of scrooling and a tracking system which every day -
pounds into his head the notion that he is dumb, talentless,
hopeless. And the assessments, he reminds me every time I
see him, are based on scientific tests scored by computers.
They cannot, in otBer words, be argued with.

“I won't buy it," I told him one day after school,
walking home from the ice cream store. “What about me,
Ollie? Doesn’t my a2ssessment matter to you?" I asked im-
modestly. "I know a iittle something about children toco.”

"You know what, Tom?” he said, looking dowr at his
ice cream as though it suddenly had lost its flavor,
“nobody, not even you or my dad can fix things now. The
only thing that matters in my life is school and there they
think I'm dumb and always will be. ZI’m starting +o think
they're right. Hell, I know they_ put all the Black kids
together in one group if they can, but that doesn't make
any difference eithex. I'm stiil dumb. Even if I look
around and know that I'm the smartest in my group, all
that means is that I'm the smartest of the dumbest, so I
haven’t gotten anywhere at all, have I? I'm right where I
always was. Every word those teachers tell me, even the
ones I like most, I can hear in their voice that what they're
really saying is, ’All right you dumb kids. ZI'11l make it as
easy as I can, and if you don't get it then, then you'll
never get it. Ever.' That's what I hear every day, man.
From every one of them. Even the cther kids talk that way
to me too."

“You mean the kids in the upper tracks?" I asked, barely
able to hold back my feelings of outrage.
"Upper tracks? Man, vhen do you think I see those kids?

¢
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1 never see them. Why should I? Scme of them don’t even
go to class in the same building with me. If I ever walked
into one of their rooms they*d throw me ont before the
teacher ever came in. They’d say I'd only be hoiding them
back from their learning. I wouldn®t go near them,” he
grumbled. “2nd they wouldn't come around us neither, I'm
sure.”

¥Wle crossed the street and I bhad to grab his shoulder
to keep him from walking in front of a bicyclist. He wasn’t
seeing anything except the insides of his school and perhgos,
too, the visions that had been accumulating for so long in
his mind.

7111 tell you scmething élse,” he was saving, un-
aware of the ice cream that was melting on his hand. °T
used to think, man, that even if I wasn'’t so smart, that
I could talk in apy class in that school, if I did my study-
ing, I mean, and*have everybody in that class, all the kids
and the teacher too, think I was all right. HMaybe better
than all right too. You know what I nmean?®

“That you were intelligent," I said sofily.

"Right. That I was intelligent like they were. I

‘used to think that all the time, men. Had myself convinced
that whenever I had to stand up and give a little speech,
you knocw, about something, that I’d Just be able to go to
it and do it." He tilted his head back and forth. “Just
like that,” he added excitedly.

. '"I'm sure you could too."
"I could have once, but not anymore.®
< "How do you know, Ollie?"

"I know." )

"But how?” I persisted.

"Because just last year before they tested us and
talked to us, you know, to see what we were like, I was in
this one class and doing real good. As good as anybody
else. Did everything they told me to do. Read what they
said, wrote what they said, listened when they talked."

"How long was this?"

*Aimost two weeks,” he answered proudly, the ice
cream continuing to fall over his hand. "Then they told me
on a Friday that today would be my last day in that class.
That I should go to it today, you know, but that on Monday
I had to switch to this other one. They just gave me a

e
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different room number but I knew what they were doing.
ILike They were giving me one more day witn the brains, and
then I had o go be with the dqummies, where I was supposed
to be. ZIike my vecation was over. So I went with the
brains ore more day, on that Priday like I said, in the
afternoon. . But the teacher didn’t know I was Toving, SO
- she acted like I belonged there. Wasn's her Fault. 21l
the time I was just sitting there thinking 'this is the
< last day for me. This is the last time I'm ever going
o learn anything,’ you know what I mean? Real learning.”
He had not locked up at me even once since leaving
the ice cream store. 1In fact I couldn’t recall him having
licked at the cone more than once or twice. ™From fhen -
on,” he was saying, ®I kmew I had fo go back where they
made me believe I belcnged. I didn’t even argue. I was
just sitting there thinking I was like some priscner,
vou know, who thought he was free. Iike they let him out
of jail and he was walking around, like you and me here,
having a great old time. Then the warden meets him on the
street and tells him they made a mistake and he has to go
back fo prison. That's what I was thinking of in that class.
"So then the teacher called on rme——and this is how
I know just how not smart I am—-she czlled on me, like she
always did, like she®d call on anybody, and she asked me a
question. I knew the answer *cause I'd read it the night
before in my bock whichk I bought, and then my mother read
the book to me, too, after I'd already read it. So I be-
gan to speak and suddenly.I couldn’t say nothing. Nothing,
man. Xot a word. Like my mind died in there. And every-
body was looking at me, you know, like I was crazy or scme-
thing. My heart was beating real fast. I knew the answer,
man. And she was just waiting, and I couldn’t say nothing.
And you know what I did? I cried.” I sat there and cried,
man, ‘'cause I couldn’t say nothing. That'’s how I know how
smart I am. That’s when I really learned at that school
how smart I was. I mean, how smart I thought I was. I
had no business being there. Nobody smart’s sitting in no
class crying. That's the day I found out for real. That'!s
the day that made me know for sure.”

Now there are people whe would say that this is not

scientific data, that we cannot generalize from a §§mple of one,
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and of course that is truve. But, if even a few children begin
to irdicate how they feel as a result of an educational practice
that bas no visible benefits for the acadenmic iearning of the

children involved, how can we ignore these painful utterances?

They suggest a very powerful effect that schools may'have cn
children, and ore that may affect ethnic minoritieé and iower .
éﬁéss students in particularly negative ways. Before we rush
toithe conciusion that schools have no conseguences for pupils
(based ‘upon statistical studies that ignore affective conse~
quences apd compare averages acrost schools rather~ than look-
iné for differentiation within schools), we must investigate
how scho&ls may affect the §elf-concepts of children and now
those children see themselves in society.

e Scﬂool differentiation is directly related to pupil at-
titudes toﬁard stratification in a study of the social conse-
quences of streaming in the Netherlands, by Lennards (1969).

In that country there are ﬁo ccmprehensive schools at the
'secondary levei, Students aie selected at age 11 dn the basis
of a tést of academic ability, and segregated into three dif-
ferent ty?és of schools. BEach school aims at a &ifférent ﬁevel

. <

in the occupaticnal hierarchy. Teachers from different educa—

.

tional backgrounds present diffq§Ent curricula. _In.this systen,
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Lennarxds observed that oniy 20 percent of students in ail iypes
of sckeol reject the principle of deferring to the opinions of
an educated elite, ard 40 percent felt that less educated
people sthould not earn more than better educated peopile {iS69:
25). Wnile he sugéests that this +type 0f sckool siructure
¥causes” these actitudes, it seems more reasonable io sueggest
a correlation. Clearly fhis work suggests fruitful lines for
further cross-culitural research into the ways that school struc-
tures create attitudes ani values consonant with a society’s
stratification systen.

Attitudes toward school are also reiated to onels abil—
ity group position. Griffin (196%9) found that comprehenéive
school children in England had more positive attitudes zoward
school than did grammar school students. Levenson (1972) re-
ported that ability grouping in the teaching of reading was re-

- .
lated to negative attitudes toﬁard reading. Adkison (1964)
noted that being in a "low ability” group was related to nega-
tive attitudes akout one’s group. Similarly, the student;
Peterson {1966} studied who were in the middle group felt
they could have learned more :in another section. He also re-

marked that students in "low ability"” sections felt their

. teachers liked teaching their classes to a lesser extent. (This

-
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may well be an accurate perception, since mosi teachers like
ability grouping and prefer teacﬁing average or hicher secticns.)
It is thus not surprising that LesyXe and otkers {(1971) learrzeqd
that nicher achievers are more favorable toward grouping than
dower achievers,

Students in the "iower group” fend +o develop their own
subculture which becozes increasingly antagonistic towarq the
€eachers and the school, according o Eargreaves (1S67). Hnow-
ing the school’s opinion of them and perceiving their life
chances, " the boys he studied felt 1ittle desire or need *o con~
form to the school’s demands. Indeed, they received much moxe
ego support frcm their peers in the opposition subculfure.

Just as Barker Lunn noticgd how The structure of the school af-
fected students?® atfitudes, Eargreaves saw this continuing and
1eading to the develcpment of an alternative structure of
values and rewaxrds,

in summary, track placement relies heaving upon star-~
dardized test scores, aithough teacher recommendations and
pupil race or social class may also influence a student’s assign-
ment. ﬁhile we lack systematic evidence about the ;ducational
processes that occur in different tracks, there is reason to

believe that the curricular coﬁfent, type of instruction, de-

T

- 65 -

: 72




-
-

gree of selgptivity; frequency and type of teacher-pupil inter—
acticn, =mount of educational resources, and degree of "cooling
out® may tend to favor higher over lower fracks.

Since itracking practices so often result in racial and

econonic homogeneity within classes, the above differences in

content and experience may help o explain variations in academ—
ic zchievexment by race and class.

There is no clearcut effect of ability grouping or track-
ing on the average academic achievement of students, in most of
the research studies. There is a slight trend toward imgrov—
ing the achievement of "high ability" groups, but that is off-
set by substantial losses by the “average”_and ®low"” groups.
¥oreover, the observed gains appear to be due to changes in
the content, materials and teaching metheds rather than to ab-
ility grouping per se. It wo;id be nice to kndw exagtly what
changes were effective, ¥With fespect to the range of ééademic
achievement, ability grouping seems to increase the dispersion
of student achievesent scores. This seems. to be because the
top scorers go up somewhat, while the lower students decline.

Perhaps as a result, the stability of ability group

placement increases over time, with any change being in a down~-

ward rather than upward direction., A final academic consegquence




is the way track placexent affects contimued education

Zbility grouping appears to reduce the self esteem of
many students and build (inflate?) the egos of only a few
chosen siudents. This outcome has interesting implications
for explaining wny substan¥ial inequalities in society are
acceptéa, as Lennards (1969) suggests.

One way tracking may infiuence achievement, self con-
cept, and attitndes is via the expectations teachers kold for
different students. Hargreaves (1967) noted that teachers held
lower standards for lower siream children, but most studies of
tracking have not measured pcssible consequences for teachers?®
expectation;. Therefore we nced to analyze the effects of
track placement and other factors on the genesis of teachers?®

expectations.
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Chapter 3 |
Hi

THE GENESIS OF TE2CHER EXPECTATIONS

Do teachers! expectations affect the learnirj and school
success of the children encountering those expectations? More
specifically, can differential teacher expectations for chil-
dren of different races and classes help to explain vhy low in-
come minority pupils often do poorly in school? Underlying

this seemingly straightforward questicn is a heated contreversy,

ignited by the publication of Pvgmalion in the Classroom by

Rosenthal and Jacobson (196€). Methodological problems (Snow
1969; Thorndike 1968), apparently contradictory findings, and
a burgeoning liferature on this subjeci have made it difficuli
to get a clear answer to the above question. %his chapter and
the following one attempt to make sense out of the numerous
Studies since the Rosenthal and Jacq?son book.

To focus the review of literature dealing with teacher
expectations, I héve organized it around three questions.
FPirst, what do we know about the sources of teacher expecta-
tions? Specifically, is there evidence to suggest that a pu~
pil’s race or social class influence the expectations teachers

hold? What other factors influence the genesis of teacher ex-

pectations, and might any of those factors be related to race




or ciass? Second, if teachers do in fact foramclate certain ex-
pectations for particular children, are these expectations re-
lated to the teaching and interperscnal behaviors of teachers?
Third, if teachers hold differential expectations on the basis
of race or class, and show varied behaviors, are those expecta-
tions and behaviors related to personal cox academic changes in
the chiidren? The first of these sets g? questions is a2ddress—
ed in this chapter, the latter two in the next chapter.
Influences on teacher expectations can be located in
three sources: student characteristics, teacher charagterist—

ics, and school system characteristics.

¥. PUPIL, CHARACTERISTICS

Kot surprisingly, in view of the general focus of re-
search on education in America (see Fill 1571 and Persell
1976a), the largest body of research deals with student charac-~
teristics, followed by teacher characteristics. Relatively
littie research has been done on how the characteristics of
school systems influence teacher expectations. The following
classifications of the many types of pupil dﬂaragteristics are

used here: 1) Demographic characteristics, 2) Personality char-~

acteristics, 3) Academic ability, 4) Pupil behavior, 5) Pupil




appearance, and 6) Pupil characteristics inferred from cumila-
: §

{
tive records in the school or from school characteristics, such

-

as the fact of being a Titie I school.

Dempgravhic Characteristics

R2CE

-
Pupil race or ethnicity is the most freguently studied

demographic characteristic of students. Many research studies

~ have found that pupil race is related to teacher expectations,

LY
1

and only two studies were lccated that found no“relation be-
tween puéil race and teacher expectaticns.

The two studies that found race to be unrelated to ex-
pectations were by Deitz and Purkey (1969) and by Roeber (1970).
Deitz and Purkey studied 147 vhite graduate students in the
College of Education of the University of Fiorida. The stu~
dents had been employed as classroom teachers within the pre-
vious 24 months. They described a hypothetical adélescent boy
in a paragraph describing his economic and family background,
likes and dislikes, and prior year's discipline record in
school. The "experimental” paragraph was identical except for
the inclusion of the word "Negro® before the viord "boy" in the
first sentence. Either an experimental or a control paragraph

was randomly distribuféd to each of the subjects. Subjects
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were asked to read the paragraph and then estimaze the bov!s

future academic performance on a 7-point scale ranging fron

“far below average®” (1) to *far above average® (7). They xe-
port that the mean rating of the "Negro" paracraph was 3.82
(SD = .75), while for the plain “Boy” paragraph it was 3.95

.87'. The difference bstween the means was not signif-

(sp
icant at .05. They conclude that these results “question the
commonly held assumption that teachers enter the classroom with
differential expectation levels for students based on the vari-~
able of race” (1969: 694).

What we do not know from their report, is how they -
described the socioeconomic and family background, likes and
dislikes, and school discipline record for the two boys. It
is quite possible that certain kinds of descriptions might
nrinimize the salience cf race for teachers, for example, if
the boys were described as coming from upper middle class pro-
fessional families, and as having intellectual or scientific
interests and no disciplinary problems in school. Under less
favorable circumstances, it is possible that race might becoms
more salient for teacherso‘ The purpose of the review of posi;

tive findings below will be to try to identify conditions under

which the variable of pupil race was found to be salient for




" teachers in their forrmlation of academic or other expectations

for students.
Roeber (1970) enables us to specify some of the condi-
tions under vwhich race is not seen as salient o0 feachers in

the formation of their expectations. Studying 30 female ele-

mentary school personnel in a school district near Detroit, he

found that teachers® expectations for student ability and acl
ievement were influenced by test scores, record of achievement,
and comments of former teachers, but not by the race or tha
sociceconomic status of the students, " The subjects were given
"Student Information Files," apparently constructed by the re-

searcher, which contained five types of information: test

scores, recorxd of achievement, comments of former teachers,

the race and $Es of student (presented ecologically by describ-
iggfthe school district and elementary school). It may well be
%ﬁht vhen teachers have other "objective® information about a
éupil, race no longer directly influences the expectations

they hol@ for children. In this sense, it resembles Guskin and
Guskin’s‘observation that "labels and stesreotypes can have an

important impact on perception when more reliable information

is absent, but tend to have little significance when more di-

rectly observable and relevant cues are present” (1970: 30).




If expectations are related;to ccmments of former ééachers,
record of achievement, and test scores, which may ke biased by
race, tnen the so-called reliable information merely provides
an illusory scientific objectivity in support of a stereotype.
The issue of bias in assessment procedures is discussed in
Chapter 1 of this report. For the moment, Roeber’s work sug-
gests that the presence of certain information may mi;imize
the efiect of race on expectations.

Three of the seven studies finding positive relation-
ships between pupil race and teacher expectations or evalua—~
tions asked teacher to listen to tape recordings of black and
white students reading a sample passage (Guskin 1970; Pugh 1974;
Williams and Whitehead 1971). Both Guskin and Pugh found that
white student speakers were perceived in more favorable terms.
The 43 black and 41 white teachers ig Guskin'’s study (1970)
agreed on the greater ability of white ;peakers compared to
black ones to succeed in present and future educational‘set-~
tings. Some might argue that this was a realistic appraisal,
given the success rates of black students in our schools, but

it is nevertheless significant that both black and white teach-

ers in this case do have lower expectations for black students.

In addition, the teachers tended to perceive black speakers




as béing of iover scciaﬁ class status than they actuélly were,
which sucgests that they may be perceiving them in biased
terms.

In a similar vein, Pugh {1974) found that both maie and
female teachers judged the acgdemic ability and school behavior
of white students as higher or more favorable thanAthat of dlack
students, even vhen the students were matched for upper middle
class, middle class, and lower class backgrounds. -

Williams and Whitehead (1971) found that teachers evalu-~
ations of the stereotypes of a particular ethnic group tended
to be related to their ratings of children belonging to that
particular group. Thus, if a teacher rated an Anglo stereo-
typical example as relatively high on the confide;;e-eagerness
scale they developed, or low in ethnicity-non-standardness,
that teacher tended to rate the vidéotaped child from that
;roup accordingly. They suggest that teachers may evaluate
individual children relative to their stereotypes for partic-
ular groups. Hence, they suggest that "stereotypes may medi-
ate in the differentiation of the speech samples, but the

teacher~ratei nevertheless is still somewhat sensitive to in-

dividual differences within ethnic categories” (1971: 112).

Rosenfeld®s work (1973) adds to the above studies. He
§1
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addressed the question of whether teachers siereotype stﬁdents
of different ethnic and SES background when using actual ciass-
room evaluvative criteria and the question of the rela%ive ef-
fects of ;udio, visual, and audio-visual cues in eliciting
teachers® stereotypes. When presented with audio, visual, and

audio-visual materials portraying students from different eih~

nic and SES groups, teachers were asked to evaluate the students
using a semantic differential scale. Rosenfeld found that
teachers do stereotype students on the basis of ethnic and SES
cues, and that these cues are transmitted through both the
audio and visual modeé,'with the audio mode providing more in-
formation for meking judgments. This §uggests that the lan-
guage practices of ethnic childré% may stimulate less favor-
able expectations in the minds of their teachers, especially

in view of how negatively laaguage d}fferences have been pre-~

sented in the literature. As Baratz and Baratz (1970), Dillard
(1969), Labov (1973), and Williams and Whitehead (1971) remind
us, differences in langﬁage habits have all too nften been con-
sidered as deficits. Hence, Rosenfeld’s work suggests that
;énguége may be one of the factors that mediates between pupil
race and teacher expectations.

The possible mediating effect of fanguage on the rela-

tionship between pupil race and teacher expectations may under-

N 4
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lie Buford's (1973) finding'that teachers expected greater ach~_

ievement from Anglo-Zmerican students than was warranted by ob-

L]
jective predictions, gnﬂ(signi‘icantly under—expected for Mex~
{
e - -
ican-Arericans and black students. PBuford studied 15 third
—— .
and fourth giade teachers in Title I schools in a Central Texas

t
. citys During the two years of the study, those teachers taught

715 students. Buford asked the teachers +o indicare fheir ex—

mcted achievement for the children they vere teaching. In
t ] .
addition, she computed an "objectively predicted achievement®

for the same students, based upon information in the student's

-

cumulative record. Thus, by comparing the “objective®” predic-
>~ - B
tions with the teachers’-eﬁpectétibns for different ethnic

’ groups, Buford could assess the degree to which a teacher's ex~
pectations were affected by race. Given the fact that the “ob-

jectively® predicted achievement was based upon information
J Y P = P .

which was itself probably already somewhat biased acainst black

- - - - 1 r3
and Mexican-Americans,; it is all the more remarkable that she

’

obtained significant differences between the ethnic groups.

L}

Moreover, the use of cumulative records containing grades,

-

_teachers® evaluations, and test scores, nay have helped to

coﬁt;ol for SES, which was not introduged as asformal céntrol

-

in the study.’




It is apparent, however, that language alone is not a
complete explanation of why teachers may tend to have lower ex—~
pectations for black pupils. EarVey and Slatin (1975) studied
96 eiementary teachers from four schools serving lower class

and middle class neighbtorhoods. They wWere given fuli-length

pnotographs of © white and 9 black childrenf anﬁ asked to
judge the performance potential of each child {by élassifying
the child-according Fo eicht categofies related to acadenic
performance}. -They were also asked to indicate their percep—
tion of the chiid's SES. Thejiégund that regardless of_ the
perceived SES of the child, whit; children were more often ex-— -
pected Ey the teachers to succeed, and black childrén were more
often expected to fail. This study was based solely on the
visual cues in a photogréﬁh and invoi;ed no verbal exposure to
'thé-child,,and controlled for SES. : -
Judging from these studies, it seems that wheq’teachers
have relatively few cueﬁ, as in Harvey and éléti; (1975) and
Bufogg‘(l9?§), they are influenced in their expectétions by

race. Vhen they have more information, particularl&ﬁverbal be-

havior cues, the effect oi race on expactations is directly

mediated through that information. Finally, when even more in-

formation is available, as in the Roeber (1970) study, the ef-




*a

fect of race upon expectations is no longer visible. That
1

study, however, did not examine the possibility that race was

correlated with teacher ccmments, pupiﬂ Yecord of achievement,

- and test scores. Those factors might have effectively mediat-

ed the effect of pupil race on tgadher expectations.

In short, there is a substantial body -0f evidence of
varying kinﬁs.that suggests that teacher expectations may be
reia;ed to student race. 3In five ou@ oi these seven studies,
the teachers appear to Le frcm semi-Southern states (Virginia,
Texas, Florida, Xentucky) and id the other two the.state is
not indicafed. in general, it is dangerous t6 géheralize +oo

strongly to national population from smail, non-random samples

-
o

} ) 3 )
of téachers in a few experiments. Nevertheless, "  the freguency

with which the relationship beiween pupil race and teacher ex-
pectation appears suggests that a studentls race is probably
an important influence on many teachers?® expectations.

SES

At first glance, student socioeconqgic status seems to
have a mixed relaticnship with teacher expectations. Of the
seven studies dealing with this subject, four found teacher ex~—
pectations to be positively inflggpged by social class, and

three found no relationship between pupil SES and teacher ex~
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pectations. From these apparently conflicting studies, is it
possible to ascertain anything about the cornfliticns under which
SES is independently related to the genesis of teacher expecta~
tions? R

Cne possibility is that SES may be less important a

source of teacher expectations when other important information

about the student is present. This may b= particularly true
when those other characteristics of students are themselves re-
lated to SES. Thus Pugh (1974) found that 13 teachers hearing
tape recordings to judge the academic ability and school behav-
ior of 3 black and white male student speakers representigg up~
per middle class, middle class, and lower class backgrounds,
perceived students more favorably by race, but not by social
class. But perhaps in thié Plorida county, racial diiferences
were more salient to the teachers than SES differences.

In the Wise study (1972), race was not mentioned as a
possibly confounding factor, tut teachers were given informa-
" tion about their pupils? behavior, specifically whether the

s

pupils were “unteachable" or "teachable” and “controilable,”
in addition to information about pupil S3S. So perhap; the be-~
havioral data about the students offset any influence of social
class.

Rocber (1970) provided teachers with information about

-
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the pupiis® test scores, records of achievement, and prior
teacher comments. It ==y be, as he corncludes, that this in-
formation is more important an influence on the development of
teacker expectation than social class daia, but I have some

hesitation about how SES was presented to teachers. Apparent-

ly SES of pupil was conveved by describing a school districkt -
and a particular elementary school. Thus, an individual child’s
- SES was suggested by sociological rather than ipdividual data.
Therefore, it is Gifficuli to decide from Roeber’s study wheth-
‘er the lack of relationship between SES and teacher expecta~
tions is explainable in.terms of the presenie of other factors
(which might themselves be related to SES), such as commenis by
former teaci:ers, or whether it was due to an unconvincing pozr-
trayal of the individual child’s SES.
At least one study (Miller et 21. 1968) has found that
SES is related to teacher expectations. . ;ower class case
studies were viewed as having mcre detentions, being lower in
arithmetic, participating less in extracurricul activities,
having parents less involved in school, leaving -school younger,

reading fevwer books independently, completing fewer homework

assignments, and having lower future IQ's even vhen IQ and ach-~

ievement were comparazbie. So, it may not be under all circum-
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stances that other stude..t informatic.. eliminates the relation-
ship between SES ard expectations.

An additional difference characterizes the siudies with
mixed results on this subject. All of the positive findings
appeared in studies where either reai children were the stirm-~-
ius for teacher perxception of SES or the teachers were given
information from which they formed a perception of the child’s

_ SES, and it was that perceptioé'of SES which was reiated to
their expectations.. For example, Miller et al. (1968) provided

-

case histories containing cues concerning low;r class origins.
Harvey and Slatin (1975) presented teacher subjects with pic-—
tures of students, and asked the teachers to rank the SES of
crildren in the photographs with respec: to whether it was hich,
 medium or low (1975: 143). Pacceived SES was related to ex—

pected success and failure. Thus, in both of these studies, “é

the teachers themselves evaluated the child's SES, based on

either verbal or visual cues. They were not éimply presented

with the researchers'® portrayal of the child as "middle class"
or "lower class.®”
The two strdiec of the natural genesis of expectations

that examine SES assume an inference about the child's SES by

the teacher who receives various cues from observing the chil~

-
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dren. Both the studies by Davidson and Lang (1960) and by R;§t
(i970), used inrdicators gathered by the researchers to categoi-
ize a child's social class. Then teacher expectations were ex-—
;mined in relation to these "objective® clasé differences.
Davidson and Lang divided the 203 children they studied into

three groups: the upper group coming from families of .profes-

sional people, white cvollar worker< :nd businessmen; the middle
social class whose parents were skilled workers, poligemen and
firemen; and the loﬁer grov » whose parents were semi-~-skilled,
unskilled, or unemployedl . ° . - .
~ .

Davidson and Lang measured teacher expectations, or per-—
ceived teacher feelings, by asking the'childgen to respond to
a checklist of 35 trait aéﬁes, including "not eager éb learg,“
®a hard worker," “clever," "not eager to séudy," “smart,” etc.
Children were asked to decide how Ehéér teacher felt toward
them with each trait na%e, and then to rate it on a three-point
éégle as beiné tfﬁé most of the time, half of the time, seldom
or almogt never. They computed‘an Index of Favorability by
totalling all these ratings. Davidson and Lang (1960) found

that children in the upper and middle social class groups per-

-

dr.'céived their teachers' feelings toward them more favorably than
did the children in the lower social class groups. This was

) true even when pupil achievement level was heid constant. Thus,
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althéugh teacher expectations are measured here by pupils' per—
éeptions, the results suggest that teacher expectations and
sentiments toward children may be influenced by the child'’s
class background. .

. Rist (1970) did an ethnogravhy of an ail black kinder-—

-~

garten clasﬁ. He saw teacher expectations indicated by table

assignment of pupils. Rist considered pupil SES to be indicat—

ed by the familyts inccme, .whether or not they received weliare,
34

and by the educational level of the parents. The pupils from
higher SES backgrounds were much more likely to be at Tables 1

and 2 and much less likely to be at Table 3. Rist felt that

.

pupil SES was salient to teachers in their formulation of ex—

pectations for pupils.

In brief, then, student SES has been found to be gelat—
ed to teacher expectationé vhen other factors such as race were
not more saiient, when exzpectations were engendered by real )

children, or when there was a chance for teachers to draw in-—

ferences abofit the student’s SES rather than simply being told
5

vhat the student'’s class background vas. .
OTHER DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS
Several studies (Palardy 1969; Krupczck 1972) have found

that pupil sex is related to teacher expectations, with elemen-

-
T~ —t
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tary'teachers holding higher expectations for giris than for
boys, even when the pupils were comparable on IQ or reading
readiness scores.

Krowledge of siblings in a family may be a factor in
the stimmlation of teacher expectations. In an in‘eresting

natural quasi-experiment, Seaver (1973) hypothesized that young-

er siblings who had been preceded in school by bright older
siblings would perform better when taught by their sibling's
teacher than when taught by a different teacher (control situ-
ation), and that they would perform below the controls if

their sibling had done badly with the same teacher. Students
were not matched for academic ability, and younger siblings
were not randomly assigned to their siblings® teachers or not,
but nevertheless Seaver argues that this study provides an
indication of one means by which expéctancies are naturally
induced in the classroom.

Besides race or ethnicity, socioeconomic status, sex and
khowledge of siblings, other demographic characteristics of pu-
pils whick micht be related to teacher zxpectations are pugil
age, religion, and region. To my knowledge, the;e charactex-

istics of pupils have not been analyzed in relation to teacher

expectations. ,




Tested Abiligy .

Rivaling dexrographic characteristics in the fregquency
with which it is examined in relation to feacher expectatiops,
is the so—called "measured ability” of pupils. Eleven studies
were located that purport to examine pupil test scores in re-
lation to teacher expectations. Of these, 8 (73 percent)
found positive relationships between known tes: scores ané ex-
vectations, and 2 found no relationships. Pirst studies re-—
porting negative findings will be considered, and then those
;ith positive findings, to see if we can understand the condi-—~
tions under which teacher expectations may be influenced by
pupil test scores. .

Pitt (1955), Fleﬁing and Anttonen (1971), and Sorotzkin,
Fleming and Anttonen (1974) all report no relationship between
pupil test scores and teacher expectations. The threé studies
share some remarkablé similarities. First, they are all induc-
ed expectati6n5, where the manipulation of test score data'is
the only stimulus variable. That is, teachers were given false
IQ information about children in their class. A control group
of students had no IQ information repocrted to the teacher.

Secondly, in none of the studies were the teachers! expecta~

tions measured directly, for example by asking them vwhat ex-
- 85 ~
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pectations they heid for particular students, Instead, teach- -
er expectation was inferred from the lack of effecis on the

children whose scores were manipulated. Since Jose and Cody

{1969) discovered that in 61 percent of the teachers they

studied, ,teacher expectancy had not been modified by the exper-

imenter, “here may be a serious probiem in "inducing®" an expec-—-

tancy in a teacher. It certainly cannot be assumed that such
an expectancy has been induced without measuring it directly.

Pitt (1356} found thét inflated or deflated IQ scores.
reported to teachers were not related to the pupils?® achieve-
ment scores or to the teachers® marks given to those siudents.
This illustrates the importance of considering expectations and
outcome; as two separate concepts, which need to be measured
independently. Otherwise, we have no way of knowing whether
teacher expect;tions vere affected, and if so, how. All we
know is that an attempt to manipulate teacher expectations was
not related to measured outcomes, but we do not know whether
this wvas because 1) the attempt to induce an expectation

failed, 2) teachers believed the false test scores but did not

treat the variously designated children differently, or

; o
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3) they believed the scores and treated the children different—
1y, with no effect. Fleming and Anttonen (1971) suggest that
teachers recognized the inflated group as less accurate, and
may have placed greater credence on their own perception of
the academic performance and behavior of this group of chil-~
dren. These are interesting speculations, but basically unan-
swerable until expectations per se are directly measured. Flem-~
inc and Anttonen also raise some interesting questions about
the usefulness for teachers of group IQ tests, suggesting that
the tests may not really assist in the instructional progran
except igsofar as the ;eacher "feels more comfortable for hav-
ing had them” (1971). They do not sudgest why the teacher
might feel more comfortable with tests t+han without them, and
they also do not speculate about possibly negative conseguences
of test information. Finally, they suggest that teachers? know-
ledge of testing and their attitudes toward testiné might be
critical factors affecting how teachers use test information.

In sum, the three studies that found,no relatiohship be-
tween test scores and teacher expectations manipulated only
test score information. Moreover, these studies aid not mea-

sure expectations directly. Therefore I am not convinced by

‘these studies that IQ or other test scores are unimportant in-
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1969; Beez 1970: Roebé§31970; and Long and Henderson 1974),

7

studies finding positive correlations beiween test information

and expectations. ~

Positive studies differ markedly from negative studies
in several critical respeéts. I_xhough£-they might differ in
terms of whether or not expectations weré induced or natural.
While four of the positive reéﬁlts were based upon natural ex-

pactations (Barnard, Zimbardo and Sarason 1968; Given 1974:;

T. williams 1975; and S. L. Willis 1972), four were not (Brown'

Significéntly, however, in none of these §¢udies was test in-
format%on the only data teachers had. In the three natural
situations, the teachers knew the studenis irom classes and
could us; tha£ information as well. 1In those situations, IQ

or other scores were not manipulated, but were themselves "nat-
ural.” This raises the question perceptively suggested by
Ba;nard, zimpardo and Sarason (1968) about whether teacher per-
ceptioés“and expectations associated with IQ are a reflection
of actually occuring behavioral differences among children or
whether they are distortions of!reality. They found that pup-
i;ﬁ with high IQ scores tended to be perceived by their teach-

ers as ones who learn quickly, pay attention, retain material,

over-achieve, and are ambitious, relative to the child with a
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low IQ. Also, higher IQ children were viewed as less dependent
and daydreamy and more aggressive, while at the same time more
sensitive, matur;, scciable, popular and active. They present
and discuss several lines of é%nverging evidence suggesting
that the positive traits associated with IQ may distort real-
ity sonewhat. Sinc; children were also‘tested on anxiety lev-

el as well as IQ, the authors could see that teachers evaluat—

ed anxious children who were bright differently from anxious
children who were not bright, and did so on traits shown by -
previous  research not to be characteristic of the bright, anx-

ious child (1968: 584). Henéé, their evidencg suggests some-—
what of a halo effect between Ié score and teacher expectations.
- The four induced positive studies seem to have been more
éffective in'the way they induce the expectancy compared to the
negative ones. Beez (1970), for eﬁample, presented similar IQ
scores but interpreted them differently.’ Reports for "iow ab-
ility" children termeé their scores "low average,” inteipreted
the results negatively, and predicted poor school performance.
The reports for "high gbility"nchildren stressed positive fic-
’tional behaviors in the‘gest situat;cn and. good prior school

adjustment (Beez 1270: 330). 1In Brown's study {1569), he gave

fictitious psychological reports to teachers, with dichotomous
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cilassification of IQ scoresc. After the teachers read tho re-
POXrts, the exyperimentar reiterated the informaticn. Theso
ceans of inducing exn.ctations, in short, mavy be i1ore cffoc-
tive than rerely reporting a score withont co——mont to a teacher.
Zin adliticnul factor affccting the cenesis ¢f rarticu-~
lar teacher expectaticns may have been the prescrce of other

informaticon alout ire child in oddition to IQ data. In all of

‘:n

the studies reporting positive findings, teachers hud ror
thas teo.t scores on vhich to formmiate their expectations for
a child (zarnord, Zirtardo and Sarason 1968; Peez 1970; Trouwn

S70; T.

o

19€9; Given 1974; Long arnd Eznderson 19732; Rocier
2illiarcc 1975; and S. L. Willis 1972). In each of these studies,
the teachers either knew the actual children, reccived a fic-
tional psychological report or a student file. Thus there was
more inforrmation than simply the child®s test score. It may

e that test scores are even more influential when they can be

~and that they have less of an effect when they are presented to
teachers all Ly themseclves.

A final major differcnce botween the studies <eporiing
positive and ncgative results concerns the question of vhetherx

tcacher cexpectations wore measurcd directly or inferred from

viewed in the context of additional information akout a child
r - 90 -~
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the ountcco2s. In seven cut of the eight positive resuit
strdies, teacher expoactations were m2asured direcily in soze

- - -

way, e.g., often by asking teaciers to rate children in terss

>
-

P

uture school achievorzent they expected fren
them. Only one positive result stady did zmot directly m—easure
teachers® cxpectations. Brown (1942) inferred expectation from
+eachker rcohavicr, which is closer to the scurce than are mea-
sures of pupil achievement or growth. In brief, the fact that
negative studies did noi measure teacher expectations directly
while positive studies generally did, may explain the variable
results.

Student Arrpenrance and Echavior

A variety of pupil behaviors--verbal, acazdemic and soc-—
ial--also appear to influence teacher expectations.

VERPLIL, EEUAVIOR

Guskin (1970) found that teachers

hearing tagpe recording; of students held higher expectations
for those speaking white American English than for those speak-
ing black Zmerican English. In both cases the material pre-
s;nted was identical, so the observed difference in expecta-

tions was based upon style rather thaw content.

Finn et al. (1975) studied the cxpectatiors teachers
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ERIC (

.
v <D




hold for their entire class, rather than for indiwidual pupils.
They fcund that the general verdal skill of the ciass was the
factor =ost strongly related to the expectations held for that
class.

PAST PERFORITI.CE

#ncwledoe of o rupil's past performance in school was
pinpointed by at least three studies (Pellegrini and Hi:ixs 1972
Roeber 1970; and T. Fillizms 1975) as a major factor in influ-
encing teacher expectations. ¥While this observation does not
irdicate how the first teacher a child has forms her exprcta-
tions, it does suggest one way tnat school success or failure
tends to becorz cumlative.

STEED

An interesting behavioral trait in children was identi-
fied by Lawlor arnd Lawlox (1973). They gave 72 undergraduate
elementary science students two 10 minute tapes of a science
iesson. The soundtrack was so noisy that there were few aud-
jpble verbal cues. There were five pupils in the first lesson
and four in the second. After seeing the tape, the prospective
teachers were asked to rank order the children in terms of
their ability and to give the clues which they uced in making

their judoments. The reseaxchers were very surprised to f£ind
- 902 -

)

!
|
l ’

%

Qo
I

Tew




E

that £6 porcent of the sadbjects did rank the cudldren. Moot of

the roasntno given for their rankings were unsubstuntlialed in-
ferencas, such as sayirng that the child seemed "intorestad,”™

mirdepocrndint,® “losi,” etc. " In conjuncticn with those infer-
ence siatomonts, 109 fzctual obserxvaticons were roported. OF
thezo, 44 percent reicxrred to the specd with which children
accemplizthad the task. Speed was the most coomon khozis for
making judc—ents, in the absence of verral cues. The Lowlors
conclude, “This is consisteni with our use of tirmed inlelli-
gonce tonts, the criteria for the Collcge Qui. charpicnships
and the brief “wait tirze®” exhibited Ly teachers on all lev.is”®

(1973). ¥%hile only suggestive, their vwork indicates thot speed

of task porliormance may favorably influence teachers® expecta-

tions for 2 given child. )

ACUPIVITY AUD ATTENTICH

iong «nd Henderson (1974) found that teachers expected
beticr realing success from children described as active rather
than pascive, and ones portrayed as attentive rather than in-
attentive. They caution that the higher expectations for rore
active children may be due to the definition of active that

they used. They rmeant one wno talks and participates as Oppos-—

ed to cne who is guict and shy. ¥hile there are obviocusly po2r-—
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scnality differences in degree of outgoingress, it is probably
alco true that children who feel more ccmiortablde and at home
in tte school sitvation might be more likely to be talkative,
while children vho nutice the difference between what they have
Yrown befcre and schuel may be guietexr. Similarly, attention
may b2 linked to interest, which may be in part a function of
¥hat one nas cxperienced baiore.

APTLARANCE

The possibility that the physical appearance of children
night aficst teacher expectations was first noted by Clifford
and Falster {1973). They found that the physical atiraccive-
ness of children was significantly related to teachers' ex-
pectations akout how intelligent a child was, how interested in
school, and how popular he would be with his peers.

Zdams and Cohen (1974) would agreec with Clifford and
Walster up to a point. They found that teacher interactions
appear to be initially influernced by physical characteristics
of the child. Tney note, however, that facial attractiveness
appeared to influerce teachers more than overall personal ap-
pearance, and they speculate that this might ke due to the lo-

cation of their study in a middle class school, where the chil-

dren verce not very differently dressed. They suggest that in
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certain chetto schools vhere there may be a wider range of per-
sonal appearance and dress that overall appearance may exert
rore of an influence. They conclude that their findings pro-
vide seze support for Adams and LaVoie's view that a child’s
hysical characteristics influence a teacher rore during in-
itial feacher-student interactions than later.

Adars and Lavoie (1974) asked 350 rale and female elen-
entary teachers in a large metropolitan school district to pre-
dict a student's attituvdes, work habits, parental interest, and
peer relations, after studying a Student Progress Report and a
color photograph of the student. The teacrers?! ratings were
affzcted nore by the student’s conduct as xeported in his file,
than by the child’s physical atixactiveness. éhus, their work
sugger.ts that while attractiveness m2 be influential at first,
or when a tezcher knows nothing else about a student, but sub-
seguently, the student record, particularly reports of student

behavior, are most important.

COLDUCT

Not only did Adams and LaVcie (1974) £ind that the stu-
dent record was more influential than physical attractiveness,

they found thaZ conduct appeared to be thie most important fea~




ture.of the rocord. Students who had lcw grades on rzrsonal
and social grcwth were negatively evaluated by teachkeors on a
nurber of criteria, even though they had recelved rcctly A's
ard B's in their academic courses. Troy conclude that the
child who does not confarm to behavioral cypectatlo 15 is view-
ed as a special type of student, wrno had less potential for
the educative prccess. They note how in an earlier study
(LaVoie arnd Adams 1972) they found that students with poor con-
duct ratings were parceived by teachers to have lower abiliiy.
Moreover, such students were less likely to receive post-high
school training or to attain a status occupation. This is di-
r ect evidence in support of Bowles and Gintis® (1976) thesis
that the social control aspects and social relations of school
are much more important than . cognitive aspects for occupa-
tional attainment.
Additional evidence in this direction comes from Keeley's
(1973) study investigating whether teacher expectations vere
affected py the inclusion of the juvenile delinguent lakel on
the cumulative record folders of hypothetical, delinguency
pronc students. Teachers reacted to the cumulative record fold-
ers with their expectations of how these students wouid perform
L and behave if *hey were pupils in their classxooms. Keeley
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found that white teachers (n=27) significantly lcowered their
expectations for acadenic and exmotional maturity for labeled
delinguent students, but not their expectations for social ma-
turity. Black teachers (N=9) indicated lowered expectations
regarding labzled ztvdents® sociail naiurity tut not of expecta-
tions for labeled students® acadenic and erwotional maturity.
in short, teachers held lower expectations for students labeled
delinguent than for students who were not so labeled, with
some variation according to teacher race.

A label of being a juvenile delinguent, like being ac-
tive and attentive, meing attractive, performing tasks with

greater speed, having a past recoxd of good performance, and

using white rather than blaclk styles of language all appear to
contribute to the expeciations teachers form for individual
children.

All of these behavioral and appearance characteristics
may be culturally defined and class-linked, suggesting that

social class or race may influence expectations in subtle or

indirect ways as well as in the more direct ways observed above.
Overzll, a number of pupil characteristics seem to be re-
lated to the genesis of teacher expectations. Race, socioeco-

nomic status, test scores, appearance and Le=havior, all scem
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to be related to ieacher expectations. T¥here they have been
found noit to be related, we notice that often the experimental
manipuiation (whether it be of race, SES, IQ or other test
scores) mav appear obvious to teachers. Vhere the experimental
manipulation is very bodly done, it seems to be less effective
an influence on expectations. Teachers, like anyone else, do
rot seem to want to lookx 1like dupes. Eut whexre the cues are
more subtle and Leachers can draw their own conclusions. or in
natural gituations, then race, SES, arnd test scores seem to be
more influential in affecting teacher expcctations. An addi-
tional spocification of the conditions under which teacher ex-
pectations are iniluenced by information about pupil character-—
istics was noted by Mason (1973). He found that 79 teachers

and teachers—-in-training were smore influenced in their expecta-

tions for pupils by negative than by positive or neutral inform-
ation. This is a particularly interesting finding, since so
much of the imprcssion that teachers seem to gain of low in-
come or minority children is negative.

Do teachers vary in the expectations they form, depend-
ing upon their own characteristics?

-

- a8 -~

. J

A
Joed

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




IT, TEACHCR CHARACTERISTICS

' Teacher expectations may be influenced by (1) the teach-
er's demographic characteristics, by (2) their personality or

attitudes, or by (3) their career experiences.

Demodgrarn.s Characteristics

Educational observers ofien assume that a teacher’s sex,
race, socioeconomic background, religion, or community of or-
igin influence the way he/she perceives students. Are these
assumptions supported?

SEX

<

In many studies, especially those of elementary teach-
ers, most of the teachers are female, so that the effect of
sex upon teacher expectations cannot even ke analyzed. Vhile
studies of higher levels of education coufd.examine vhether
sex of teacher was related to expectations for different types
of students, I found no studies that did so.

RACE

Teachers' race is related to their expectations, with
most investigators learning that black teachers general hold
higher expectations for all students, both black and white (see
Keeley 1973; Krupczak 1972; Pugh 1974). 1In addition, Krupczak

(1972) found that black and white teachers ranked children of
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various ethnic groups differently on the ability dimension.
Black teachers in-thgt Florida study ranked black pupils first,
followed by Spanish students, and trailed by white students.
For white t2a-tzrc, the rank ordering by ability was: white
students, Spanish students, and black students (Krupczak 1972).
(The study surveyed 35 teachers of 520 sixth grade students.)
He does not indicate whether Lh; socioeconomic status was com-
parable for all three types of children. “

Keeley (1973) inguired into whether tecacher expectations
were affected by the inclusion of the juvenile delingquent label
in the cumulative recoxrd folders of hypothetical, delinquency-
prone students. White teachers (N=27) significantly lowered
their expectations for the academic and emotional maturity of
studenis labeled juvenile delinquent, but did not change their
expectations for the social maturity of such students. Black
teachers, on the other hand (W¥=9), indicated lower expec;ations
for the labeled students' social maturity, but not for their
academic and emotional maturity.

Gottlieb (1964) found significant differences between
vhite and black tcachers in their attitudes toward pupils of

both races from low income families. White teachers saw such

students as "talkative, lazy,fun loving, high strung and re-
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bellious,”" and tended to blame the children énd their parents
for teaching problems. By way of rontrast, black teachers des-
cribed the same children as "fun loving, happy, cooperative,
energetic and ambitious,” and blamed problems on thé physical
environment.

In short, four studies gave found black teachers to be
somevhat more favorable than white teachers in their expecta-
tions toward all children. In addition, three studies suégest
that4the teacher's race may be a tactor which mediates how they
perceive and react to pupil characteristicé. It seems premature
at this point to try to draw firm conclusions about how teacher
race affects the genesis of expectations for children. It
does seem reasonable, however, to conclude that teacher race
may well be an important factor.

SbCIOECONOI-iIC STATUS

Many studies assume that teachers are middle c%ass,
by virtue of their educational and occupational.attainment if
not their origin, W#While a number of researchers have examined
the class origins of teachers none, to my knowledge, have ex-
amined social origins in relation to the genesis of expecta-

tions for pupils. A study that is suggestive of directions

future vork might take is the Goldenbery (1971) study of 32
-~ 101 -
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#1zzd Start raster teachers and a second group of teacher aides
ratcteid for sex, age, marital status, race, ethnicity, and re-
ligicn. Using the Minnzeota Teacher Attitvde Inventory, Goid-
ertorg fournd that the niddle class master teachers were morxe

> s

permissive and less puritanical in cutlook than the lower class
aiicz, that they toox mire plea ure in the emotional aspects of
tez~her-pupil relationshiis, and showed less authoritarian at-
titvies tcward children. I% is possible that the middle class
teachers were bztter akle to perceive what would be considered
favorable response to the MTAI. lMoreover, it would bc interest-
ing to seo how these test resulis correlate with attitudes and

—

s expressed in classrocm teaching situvations. If poss—
b

Lo
o,
)
': .
Q
B3

iblc objcciion such as these could be met, it may be that these
attitudinal variables could influence the expectations teachiers
Leld for particular tyr2s of pupils.

RELIGION

Religious background of teachers might conceivably in-—
fluence the expcoctations they would hold toward certain children,
although I found no studies that examined tnis possibility.

REGICIT OR TYPE OF COMMUNITY

¥hil

0
s

t is conceivable that urban or rural background

night affect tcacher expectations, I found no research or this.
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Cne study did exanine whoether Scuthern or non-Sounthern back-
grouni was related to itecacher expectations {icng and zZenderscn
1974). 7Incy fourd that Scuthern teachers expected rore of pass-—
ive black studenis than of passive white sindents, baut that

they expected mcre oi aciive white students than of active
biacxs (1974: 146). 2Aprarently non-Southern teachers are pos—
itively biased toward low-scoring blacks, whereas Scuthein

teachers have a bias for lower-scoring whites (197£: 146).

Persconality Characteristics

A number of personality characteristics of teachers hawve
been siudici in relaticn to teacher expectations, including

-~

locus of control, trust in self, corceptual system, mental set,
#na prejudice.

Both Machowsky (1973) and Murray (1972) failed to £find
any relationship between Locus of Contrxol, as measured on
Rotter*s scalc, and‘tieacher expectancy. Together they studied
a total of 117 teacher. Similarly, Harris (1972) found no re-
lationzhip between the conceptual system of 81 female education
majors and the formation of expectations of students® abilities.

-~ On the other hand, Wise (1972) studied 301 teachers in

2

rural lNew York State ard found that teachers® trust in the val-

iditf of their own experiences (TVE) was moﬂj}ately related to

~ 103 -
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their expectaticns for fcur of the students in their clacro. |
¥hile related to Rotter®s cscale and other rmeasures of perconcl
cozpetence, confidence and independence, ¥Wicz's zeisure did not

-

have as high a reliadbility ccefficicnt as he would have 1ikcl

(.6% ardi 143 on saxples of 62 and 237). Morxeover, the corrcla-—
tion hotween TVE arnd exrectation was low (L16). Finally, TVE
ard infer-ation absut pupils® bchavior interactied in their ci-
fect on tcachers'! expeciaticons. Therefore, it is harxrd o
place too ruch credence in the importance of the TVE factor. -
To the degree that we do, it may be interpreted as indicating
an aifcctive trait rather than a cognitive personality trait.

That nicht be desmed "mental set”™ was found Ly Znastas-
iow (19%4) io be related to teachers! expectations. That study
fourid thai teachers perceived their classes’ mean reading lov-
els to bo at the class grade level, regardless of actual read-~
ing achievercnt. A third grade teacher (teaching eight and nine
year olds) assigned reading books considered suited to that lev-
el to her average studenis in the class, even though they were
actually reading at the sixth grade levell

A number of critics of American education have suggestedl

that prejulice of tcachers may be an important factor affecting

their expectations for children. Prejudice can be examined as
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a furction of teactker porzsonality or conformity {belcw) and as
a respocnse to 2 characteristiec of children (next section).

2ccording to.Guskin and Guskin,
Prejudice can bz said to cist whon an irdividupal has a
negative stereotype and reg.cdive attitvde toward a par—
ticular greupr of pacple. It shonld be added that preju-
dice isc rore oiten tre result of an individual's accept-
arnce of general co—unity attitvdes (norms) than a fure-
tion of his own persenality. This was deconsitrated Dy a
study by Pettigrew (1%5Z2). He administered a measure of
authoritarian personality ard an anti-legro questionnaire
along with a conformity scale to many people in South
Africa ard the Scuthern part of the United States. His
findings indicated that vhile a small minority, in both
groups, had an authoritarian personality related o
prejudicial attitudes and a stercotype of Negroes, ine
cverwhelming majority of those who had a2 negative, pre-—
judicial attitvde toward Negroes were ccnfoxrning to
} gencral sccietal standaxds (norms). %hen these preju-
dicini norms are held by the teacher as well as conmun-—
ity rentexs, the negative conscguences forx the Yegro
pupil are obvicus (1970: 32).

Poth mental set and prejudice may be interpreted in terms
of conformity to social norms. Thus, o tLe degree that teacher
personality variables have keen found o be importantly relaicd

to the cypectations they hold for children, it seems to e in
terms of the social noriss to which they conform. Therefore,
knowledge of those nomms would be very important for further

studies of the gencsis of teacher expectation. Purely cogni-

tive personality traits such as locus of control and conceptual

systen have not bzen found to e importantly related to expec—

tations.
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Cereral Teaching ani Career EXprionc::

Teacher training, lendth of teaching experience, typz2 of

-

teaching expeorience, arnd sccialiczatior by fellcow teachers Lave

b

all been sugguented as possible influcnces upon tcachker cxpecta-—
tions.

SCGrinl STIZNCE RESLANCH

Soth Stein (1971) and i1l (1971) have suggested that
the conicnt of socinl science rxececarch on ethnic minorities and

1low inccrme groups nichi L2 a major source of teacher expecila-

thexr tested that hypothesis. Hill

L]

tions, although neither o
{1971) did a content analysis cn 71 rescazch articiles selecied

from the 1270 elditions of Eluctticnal Index and Psvychological

Abstrneis in orxder to cla=sify the proposed causes of poor aca-
denic performonce anonn low-income youth. Articles wore coded
in terms of three prssible models for explaining these caus.s:
1) the clinical perspoective which assures that poor academic
performance is duc to cognitive, cultural or personal defic-

encies in the child or his environment; 2) the structural ap-

s

proach wnich pocits defects in the nature and organization of
school processes; and 3) the systemic perspective which pro-
poses that pervasive structural defects in the schooling pro-

cess restrict & youth's options to attain cultural. economic,

)
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political or personal corpeternce {i1i11 1971). Hill found that
the vact =majority of recoarch on the educaticn of diszdvant-
aged siudcmis was conducted frem a clinical yerspccéive. The
rescarcn literature osstees that disadvantaged youth have: in-
adeguats fonmilies {35 obcervations in 71 articles), perccnality
deiicicizics {27 orservations), undeveloped language (21 cb-
servatic..s), caps in perceptual and motor readiness (21 erserv-
ations), ircdeguate cotivation (18 okzervations), and/or in-
tellectunl deficiencies (11 observations). Hill reports fur-

theor that far fewer studies were based on cven ninor altera-

#ions of cducaticnal struclure. Those that did were concernad

with tcocher change {9 observations,) classroon grouping (8
observations), and curriculun relevance (6 observations). Io
strdiv; were predicated on the need for massive systen overhaul.
%hile these results may be biased somewhat by the exclusion of

Sociole—ical Absiracis from the sampling frame, still they re-
! -

flect the general siate of rescarch on ceducation at that time
(c£. Persell 1976a, which fourd that less than 9 percent of all
the research on education published in the United States in
1967-68 was concerned with education in relation to its societ~
al context).

¥oreover, the influence of these research perspectives
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upon teachker fraining textbooks is apparent (Stein 1971)
as it is in the way rany teachers discuss the education of dis-
advantaged strdents {see, e.g9., Arnez 1966). Thus, it is plans-
ible to suggest that these intellectual influences night ke a
factor in settirg social norms and engendering teacher expec—
taticns. Unforturnately, to ny kncwledge, we have no rasearch
about ti.c way behavioral research and teacher training affects
the expectations teachers hold.

TELCHER TRAINILG

A slightly less pessimistic note is suggested by Harvey
and Slatin (1973) who found that less experienced teachers in
icwer class schools wore less willing than feachers in nmiddie
class schools or teachers with more experience to judge chil-
dren based on ghotographs alone. When they did judge thenm,
they were less likely to associate perceived SES with the
child!s perceived IQ and perceived motivation. Harvey and
Slatin speculaie about whether this could be due to the human-
izing effect of more recent teacher training. In generai, how-
ever, since most of the teachers did make expectancy judgments
about children based upon their pictures alone, the authors .
are relatively gloomy about the effects of teacher training up-

on sensitizing teachers to the possible effects of their middle-

] class biases.




PEER SCCIALIZATION
Socialization Ly more exyperienced teachers appears to

affect expectations. Fuchs, for example, reports the following
diary acccunft of a beginning teacher in an inner-city elereniary
schicol:

Frs. Jdones {an exverienced teacher) explained about the

prolld s that these children have. ¥Scxze of thenm never

sec & newspaper. Scxe of them have never been on the

subway. The parents are o pusy naving parties and things

that they have no time for their children. They can’t

even takXe them to a museun or anything. It's very im-

portant that the teacher stress kooxs.®

#irs. Jones tells her class, “If anyone asks you what vou

want for Christmas, vou can say you want a book.” She

£o14 = that she had a 6-1 class last year, and it was

absolutely amazing how many children had never even seen

a newspapor. They can't read Spanish either. So she

said that *he cducational problem lies with the parents.

They are the ones that have to be educated (1972: 76).
At least +wo features of this "socializing account” are inter-
esting. First, the more cxpericnced teacher seems to feel very
strongly the nced to "explain the problem” to the new teacher.
it would be interesting to see how widespread this type of soc-

ialization is in the lives of all teachers. 1Is it more fre-

guent in inner-city schcools than in suburban ones? Secondly,

even if it cccurs in all schools that the old initiate and pre-

pare the younsg, does it always take this form, that is, does L

it always stress the deficiencias of the children? Does it
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never irndicate what they do imow, what they are gocd at, what

experiences they have nhad, so that a new teacher might f£ind
vays of relaiting to these cxperiences aund bacikgrounds? This
socialization in terrz of vnails missing frcocn the lives and ex—
periences of the children rather than in terms of what is posi-
tive and present, is also opparent in the accounts of Vax and
VWax (1971) akout teaching in American Indian schools. They
have olscrved the “wilderress ideology® as they call it, that
ic articulated by the adninistrators of the school. INo studies,
to my knowledce, have been done to examine how this sccializing
by rore expericnced teachers may systemntically engender par-—
ticular types of expectations.

In the sure diary of a beginning teacher, Fuchs pre-
sents anccdotal evidence about how the new teacher reacts:
"It's dust a shame that the children suffer. This problem will
take an awful lot to straighten it out. I guess it won't take
one day or even a year; it will take time? (1973: 76). In this
instance, the teacher already seems to feel somewhat hopeless
about the situation. There seems to be very little that a
tcacher or z school can do, since the problem is rooted in the
home~ and lives of the children. Therefore, the teacher may

be inferrcd as hoving relatively pessimistic cxpectations for
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the children. 1In addition, the teacher has no concrete ideas
about what to do that right k2 helpful for the children. She
wishes she could get some help in learning how to be a more ei-
fective teacher. %I never had a course in college for teaching
phonetics to children. 1In this school we had conferences about
it, tut I reclly wish that one of the reading teachers would
come in and specifically show me how to go about teaching phon-
etics. . . . It is a difficult thing, especially when there
is a lancuage barrier and words are guite strange to these
children who can't speak English. How can they re. 1 English?
¥We have a great responsiblity on our shoulders and the teachers
should take these things seriously®” (1973: 76).

Thus, this account indicates that other teachers are
very ready to indicate to the new teacher vhat the probiecms
of tne children are, and thercby perhaps influence their expec-
tations for vhat the children will be able to learn, but no
one in the school is providing ways of dealing with the situa-
tion.

™o others have studied the influence of peer interac-
tion on the genesis of teacher expectations. Dalton (1973) ex-
amined the consistency between the expectations of teachers

who taught students for two consequtive years. As expected,
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he found significant relationships in the ratings of the saze

teachers within one zchool year, and bebtween teachers who taught
. the chiid onc year ard trtose who taught them the next year. He
iound that the extent %o vhich the location cf yvear 1 and ycar 2
teacl.urn permit inter-teacher, inter-year ccrmmnication about
pupils was csicnificantly related to rating consistency from
onc teacher to the next. From this he inferred that the prioxr-
year teaclhwexr®s ratings of pupils is an important source of a
teacher's coxpectations. While this is a plausible interpreta-
tion, it is not as conclusive as one would like, As far as I

can teli, Dalion did not directly measure the amcunt of commun-

ication bztwcen teachers. Because the ratings are more congru-
ent than would have occurred by chancz and dbecause the teach-
ers were locaied in a way that allowed communication between
them, he infers that such communication did occur, and was in-
deed the cause of the similarity in their ratings. Therefore,
vhile it is quite plausible that teacher talk is related to
similarity of cxpectations, it remains to be conclusively dem-
onstrated.

Meichenbaum, Bowers and Ross (1969) provide additional

indirect evidence for the importance of communication among
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teachers for engendering expectations. They hypothesized that
administering cxpectancy instructions in a group would prove
wore effective in estaklishing behavioral changes than indiv-
idually administering expectancy instructions. The chief p<y-
chologist of a training scheol for institutionalized adolescent
offenders met with a group of four teachers and iniormed them
that 6 uf 14 girls were “potential intellectual bloomers™ (1969:
306). Three of the six were selected because all four teachers
identified them as having high academic potential, while the
other three had bzen named as having low potential. TUnlike
many of the studies in the Rosenthal and Jacobson (1968) tradi-
tion, the cxpectancy in this instance was induced by means of
a detailed presentation by the psychologist about the observa-
tions and testing he and his staff had done with the girls.

He discussed the alleged validity of the measurement procedures
used, and then the teachers discussed their surprise over the
inclusion of certain students. As they did so, they began to
mention their own observations that seemed to support t&e psy-
chologist's prediction, and they considered ways they had al-
ready been effective in helping to develop the potential of
those girls, and practices they mightrfollow £o accelerate that

process. The authors note, "The teachers concluded the mesting
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on a hicgh note of interest and enthusiasm. . .* (1962: 309).

Several factors in this situation may have been operat-
ing to influence the teachers! expectations: 1) the lengthy
and detailed discussion by the stafif psychologist; 2) the chance
to express their surprise, followed by consideration of their
evidence to support the prediction, so they *cwned the predic-
tion" a::d it was not merely imposed upon them by someone else;
3) their gain in total knowledge of the students by pooling
their observations; and 4) their agreerent as a group upoh
their expectations. There are several factors operating si-
multaneously in this situation, arnd it is impossible to ascer-
tain which was most potent for influencing expectations. 1In
£he natural situwation of teachers! lounges and lunchrooms, bl
both the pooling of ancecdotes and the possibility of group con-
sensus about the potential of a particular student are likely.
Therefore, this form of informal interaction seems a very
likely sovrce for expectations that teachers develop about in~
dividuals or particular groups of students.

Summary

Most demographic characteristics of teachers, including
sex, religion and SES, have not been analyzed in relation to

their expectations for children. Race, which has been studied,
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is re:ated to expectations, with black teachers having higker
expectations for studcnts in general than do vwhite teachers.
The samples are small, however, and dc not warrant generaliz-
ing to all tecchers in the United States. The findings sug-
gest the importance of further research on tecacher race, using
carcfully drawn samples frcﬁ?naticnal populations. One study
also suygosted the poss%g;lity that Southern and non-Southern
teachers vary iq(the expectations they held forﬁdiffer—
ent types of black students (Long and Henderson 1974).

¥iith respect to teacher personality characteristics,
¥ P

neither lotus of control nor conceptual system were found to

"bke-important factors, kut mental set was suggested as a poss-—

ibly biasing factor that could hurt children who were above

grade level in reading skill. HMental set might also operate

in conjunction with prejudice, if teachers believe that groups
of children cannot learn as well as others. Social norms were

identified as a potential influence on expectations. The

clinical orientation which domizjfes csocial science research
rd

literature and teacher training Wwas suggested as one source of

=

4

such norms. HNorms appear to emerge as well from peers and from

group discussions.
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III. SCECOL AID COMMITIITY CHARACTERISTICS

School characteristics are seldcnm thought to influence
teacher ecxpectations. When they are, researchers have exanined:
1) tte ccrmpositicn of the school anﬁ/br co—munity; 2) the cli-
mate of cpinicn in the schocl; and 3) educaticnal practices,
such 2= ability grouping or trackirg, assessrent and evaluation
proczdures, and within-scheol comrmnicaticn practices.

The Coxr-sition of the 3chool and/oy Cormmnitv

~

The type of corrunity in which the school is located,

or the racial ard sociceconcmic composition of the school may
affect teachers' e:pectations. Hankinson (1970), for cxample,
found significant differences in the expectations of teachers
for pupils in Title I schools and non-Title I schools, suggest-
ing that knowledge of the economic composition of the schooi,
as indicated by Title I status, may aéfect general teacher ex-
pectations for the children in the scheol.

As already noted, Finn et al. (1975) found that the verb-
al ability of a class was related to the expectations held for
that class. While nc one, to my knowledge, has studied this,
it secms reasonable to expect that if teachers are influenced
by a characteristic of one classroc:, they might bz similarly

infivonced by lnxornztlon about the acncral verbal ability of

- 116 -

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




O

ERIC 124

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

an entire school. Sirce in a nusbar of cities the reading
scores of rupils are Iisted by school, it may be that teachers
entering a particular scheol have already Degun to fornm expec-
tations atcut ile verial ability of the students in the school.
With rospoect to comzonity characteristics, Gigiiotti
and Broohover (1975) identified several features that were pos-
itively related to student achievoment, namely community stah-
ility and corrmunity support. These characteristics were alco
positively related to studentc® perceptions of the level of
acadenmic werforrunce their teachers and principal held for then.
¥hile the study is not désigncd to measuvre causal-relatirnships,
the coexistence of cormunity stability, community support and
higher expectations on the part of teachers and principal sug-
gests important contexiual factors that shonid Le explored
further. Gigliotti and Brookover did find that stability is
more strongly related to community and paréntal suppoxrt of the
schools in lower income neighborhocds than in middle income
areas. As they see it, the key scems to be the possibility of
increased communication bhetween teachers and parents. Both
parents and teachers scem to be fearful, with parents worried
about being humiliated by the school, and teachers concern~d
about potentizl parental interference (1975: 259). Vhere stab-

ility leads to more and better communication, the result seems
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to b greater parental support of the worxk of the schools. o
do not kncw whether this comunication leads to the higher @:-
pectations on the part of the teachers ard prircipal, or wheltior
the high exroctntions of school personnel help to facilitate
parental trast and support. Until we xnow the Lire seguence,

we cannct zay that ccrmunity stability and support influence
tcacher cxpoctations.

The Climnte of Attitvdes in the Scheol

Gigliotti and EBrockover (1975) measured principal’s and
teachcrs® cipectations for pupils, ard students® perception oi
princivzl®s and teachers? -zpectations as well. For teachers,

the relationship Lobtween the two measures was fairly high and

positive, while for principals it was relatively lcw (1975:

254). What is particularly intecresting for the genesis of
teacher expectations is the possipiliity {which was beyond the
concern of their study) that the climate of opinicn shared by
teachers in a school may iniluence the developizent of expecta-~
tions on the part of indiwvidual teachers, either new ones or
ones ¥no do no. e high expectations. In othex éords, theix
work suggests the possibility that a normative climate may ex
ist in schools, which is notmly important fox pupil self-con-—

cept and achidvement, hut is also important for its effezt on
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the expeciaticns engendercd in other teachers in the school.
Just as Fuchs {1973) ccorented upon the infinence of a single,
rore expz2rierced, tcacher on a new teacher, we may speculaie
that an cven more poient influence may e the general tenor
0f expectations held b the faculty in a school. To my Xnow-
ledge, nc one Las systermatically studied this in relation to
the genesis of individual teacher espectations.

Iin Crisis in the Classrocm {(1970), Charles Silbexrran

identified three elementary schools in New York City that were

succeeding in teaching low income ninority children to read at

or above graJe level. vhile an impressionistic account rather
than rigorous research, his ook suggests one mechanism that
may be operating to se; a "tone"” of high expectations for stu-
dent achicvement within a schooi. Silberman reports that all
three principals of these successful schools are really con-
vinced that their students could learn. Given the teachers?
past expcrience and probable biases that many white middle-
class Amcricans possess, Silberman asks, "How do the princi-

pals® positive expectations prevail?" In answer, he cites Rob-

-

ert X. Merton, who noltes that "the self-fulfilling prophecy,

vhereby fears are translated into reality, operates only in
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the abzorce of dolikarate institaticnal controls® (1970: 10S).
Silter—an otzerved cach of the three principals providing such
controls.ky toldirng “therselves and thieir tezchers acccuntable
if theirx students fail® {1970: 103). “Cre principal tells Lis
feachers, *'Thore’s no excuse for cur kids not succeeding. I
don’t want to hear any talx about apathetic parents or hungry
children or sleepy children or anything else. ¥e have encugh
riches to overcorme such handicaps, and we are accountable if
these children fail® (1270: 106). Silberman indicates that
"the schools are run accordingly: the expectation of success,
and accountapviiity for failure, are kuilt into their‘structnze,
despite their wide differences in adnministrative style and ap-
proach” (1970: 106). While anecdotal material like this gives
littie basis for broad generalizations, it does suggest two
school characteristics that warrant further investigation.
First, the possibility that a principal, or a cadre of teachers,
might have very strong ?ositive expectations about the learning
potential of all children, which might influence other teachers
in the situatibn. And secondly, the need to identify mechanisms

and processes to convent effectively these expectations to

cother teachers. Exzisting educational practices may contrilute

£o0 the genesis of'negative cxpectations.
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Educa'ional Practicas

ABTLITY GILUPILG

Ability grouping, or tracking, has bcen winpointed as a
factor afifecting teachers’® expectations in at least seven
stedies. In Great Dritain, Yorrisen and NeIntyre report that
surveys carricd cut in different educaticnal swystesnc and vari-~
cus tvpes of =chools (e.g., Pidgoon 1970) indicaie that “siream—
ing und iracking gractices, school objecitives and curricula can
all mave a bearing on teachers?® attitudes about what should be
tauchi, how it shtonld be taught and what kinds of responses
can be enpected freom pupils® {1969: lal-é}.

In a study of rore than lﬁ;OOG students in Toronto,
Williams (19735) found that the single most important scurce of
teacher cupzctations was the scheol®s ceriification of the
student’s aptitude via ability grouping, even vhen the student’s
past periformance, current ambition, and academic aptitude were
held constant (1975: 22).

Hargreave's observational study, Sccial Relations in a

Secondary Schonl (1967), also noled that teachers in one Eng—

licsh comprchensive school held lover standards for the lower
stream students than for the higher stream ones. Keddie (1971)
repects similar attitudes anmong teachoers.

> s s s
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czle surveys and scveral observaticnal
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studies have identificd a2 source of teacker coxpectations, in-
dependoently of sirdent porformance and attitedes. It is cur-
icuz that otk of thece studies were conducted cutcide of the

tulies of the effegts of tracking in the

Li
¢

United States. Xajor
Uniteld States (soe Findley ard Iryan 1970 for a cocod xeview of

-

theso

»
+

usually oxamine the effcct of tracking

studics) do no

(

‘upun tencher erpoectations. An interesting exception is the

work of Ficwers (1965). He shifted two experimental groups of

seventh grade studenis to higher ability sections than their

test scorcs warranted, without ific students’® or teachers' hncw- .
ledge. T=0 control groups, wno were matched on IQ and achieve—

ment scores, were nol so shifted. On the basis of questionnaire

3
.

replies Ly the teachers, Flowerz inferred that irack placexent
affects the teachers' expectations. Teachers favored the high
ability groupcs, they secmed more aware when high ability stu-
denis needed remedial help, and they appeared to try to motiv~
ate higher ability students more than the cumparable control
groups. These findings suggest that track placement somehow
becomzss another “fact” that influences the teachers! expecta-
tions, apparcntly in addition 1o other information they have

atout pupils frem test ccores, pecformance in class, cte.

*
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Schrank (1v68, 19270) perforzed a similar manipulation of i
assignment to teaching groups. He randonly assigned 100 enlist-
ed airmen at the United States Air Force RAcadeny Preparatory
School to one of five instructional sections. Iastructors were
told the scctions were hozogenecusly grouped by ability. vhen
section grade averages were compared at the end of the tern,
there were significant dififerenccs, with the groups labeled
*higher abvility” receiving higher grades. 3In a second experi-
mert, ke followed the identical precedure, except instructors
knew that the students had not been grouped according to abil-

. ity. Under those circnﬁstances, there were no significant dif-
ferences in the average grades boetween classes. Different out-
comes, he concludes, appear to be due to differences in the
teacher®s perception of pupil ability, which appears to be re-
flected in the teacher's grading standards and teaching methods.
Although teacher expectations per se were not measured, but
only inferred from differences in educational outcomes, his
work indicates that a critical influence on teacher expecta-—
tions may be the track or ability group to which a student is
assigned. This result is very consistent with Tuckman and Bier-
man’s findings as well (1971).

Tuckman and Bicrman (1271) moved 421 randomly selected

>
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black high scheoel and junior high schoel siudents in a sulurb—
an-city schicol systcm into the next higher ability group, wlile
384 ccmparahle students were retained in their assigned abiliiy
groups as ceontrols. By the end of the year the two groups reo-
ceived guite diffcrent reccrnmendationz for ability group placc-
nment the next year. Teachers recoxrmended 54 percent of expori-
nental students for the same (higher) group in the following
yvear, ccmparcd to 1 percent of the contrels who were rccommend-
ed for that group. If we are willing to infer teacher expoc-
tations from recommendation for tracik placement, we can sec
the potent cffect of ability grouping ‘on teacher expectations.
in sum, evidence from seven studies consistently shovs
that ability group is related to teacher expectations. Teacl.—
ers expoect more from "higher"™ groups and less from “lower®

groups, even when students have actually been randomly assion-~

ed to thosc groups. This means that grouping itself affects
teacher expectations, independently of "student ability.”
Thercfore, it scems possible that additional institutional
practices may be important for expectations.

ASSESSHENT AlID EVALUATION PRACTICES

In the first sectlion of this chapter, I treated a num-

Ler of factorz such as Lest scores and school performance as

-
»
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characteristics of children. Here I suggest they may be view-
ed in an alternative fashiocn, as characteristics of schools
wnich are produced by particular practices. Educational sys-
tems vary with respect to how they assess and evalunate pupils.
in earlier epcchs of Axzerican education, grading and testing
did not exist or toox different forms (Bowles and Gintis 1976).
Poday differences exist between §chools. Hence it is poscsible
that variations in testing, evaluation and record-keeping may
influence teacher expectations.

¥hether or not schools use standardized tests, who re-—
ceives that test i;formation, and what is done with it are
procedures that may affect‘teacher expectations. I know of no
study that compares schools which use and do not use standard-
jzed testis in terms of the expectations teachers hold for stu-
dents. Given the substantial influence test scores appear to
have on teacher expectations, as observed in section I of this
chapter, this possibility warrants exploration.

Fleming and Anttonen (1971) concluded that "teachers
assess children on the basis of previously developed attitudes
toward childrcn and tests® (1971: 251). Thus, in certain -

schools, teachers may be very unimpressed by tests and this
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i factor may affect testing practices and the way tesis are inter-
preted on a school-wide basis, whereas in other schcols, the
reverse is true.

Related to acssessmont practices are the ways assessiconits
are recorded and attached to children as pari of their permon-—-
ent record. Formalized record Xeeping practices ailow future
teachers to learn what past teachers have thought of individual
children. Teacher reporis infiuence subseguent teachers® ex-

pectations {as noted by Keeley 1973, Long and Henderson 1974,

Mason 1973, arnd Rocber 1970). Therefore, school recoxd keep-
ing practices probably contrikute to the expectations of fu-
ture teachers. Legiclative action and court decisions which
ha;e bagun go open student records to pupil and pa;ental view
are an indication ¢f the importance parents and teachers ac-
cord thosc records.

Informal as well as formal communication within sghools
undoubtedly contribute to the teachers' expectaticns for indiv-
idual students. Teachers'! ratings of pupils between one year
and the next were more consistent in schools where the physical
design permitted communication between teachers (Dalton 1973).
Group discussion among teachcrs about expectations for partic~

ular students scemed to affect the nature and potency of those

- - -
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exvectations (Meichenbaun et al. 1969). while inferential,
this evidencce suggests that teacher communication prcocbably con-
tributes to Lhe transmission oi cxpeciations from cone teacher
to another.

One of the rost striking aspects of American education

is the requircment that schools evaluate and differcentiate stu-

dents, teginning at the earliest age. Both Lawlor and Lawlor
(1973) ard Hlarvey ard Slatin (1975) were astounded at the read-
iness with vhich teachers or student teachexs were willing to
rate pupils based upon a brief video tape oxr a photograph.
Both of them told subjects thai they did not need to dec the -
ratings if they felt tfhey had insufficient information, but in
both experiments, the vast majority of subjecté readily made
evaluations of the pupils. The Lawlors conclude that the func-
tion of thz evaluator "is so much a part of the teacher role
that the student tecacher is very easily pushed into making
judgments ecven wnen the evidence for judging is extremely
skimpy" (1973: 13).

I suggest that this requisite differentiation is so in-
grained in the American educational system that it is bound to
influcnce teacher expectations. Specifically, it pushes to-

ward a helicf that all children cannot learn certain matlerial,

I
-
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that differences are to be expected and, are therefore beyond
the control of the %teacher. Thus, <what may be "real” differ-
ences in the speed or case with which ce:ﬁaig children learn
particular materials or skills may lead to expectations that
some children cannot lear.: certain things. Cross-national
studics are nceded to discover variations in the amount and
types of differentiation practiced in schools.

/ In sum, several community and school characteristics
may contribute to tecacher expectations. Community stability
a-nd suppori are related to higher teacher and principal expec-
tations (Gigliotti ard Brookover 1975). Among school practices,
ability grouping is the single most pcwerful and consistent in-
fluence on teacher expectations. Surveys, field observations
and natural experiments have all demonstrated its potency.
Other educational practices may also contrilbute to expectations,
including evaluation, record-kecping, and teacher communica-
tions. Finally, the pervasive compulsion’to differentiate stu-~
dents is a giuvbal characteristic of American education that may
affect teacher expectations. Much mo;e research nceds to be
done on how cducational assumptions and procedures shape the
images of children teachers hold.

» # L .
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What do we @now about how teachers form expectations?

Pupil characteristics are very important. The race, socioeco-

nomic status and test scores of children clearly influence
teacher expzctations. Generally, teachers Iave lower expecta-
tions for ninority students (black, Puerto TNican, ard ¥exican-
American pupils are the ninorities most cften studied). Test
scores, which we noted in Chapter 1 are biased against lcuer
class or minority children, are influential in natural situa-
tions and urnder certain cxperimental conditions. Specifically,
when teachers draw their own conclusions akocui a child from
several “facts" and when the child was previocusly unknown. then
bogus test-scores scem to influence teacher expectations. 1In
natural situations, teachers seem to be swayed by the avpear- o
ance, conduct, attentiveness and speed of children, as well as
tést scores,

The teacber's race is related to expectations, with
black teachers gencerally having higher expectations for chil-
dren than do white teachers, although this finding is based on
several small non-random samples. Teachers who hold stereotyp-
ical ;iews of differcat ethnic or socioeconcmic groups tend to

hold differential expectations for students from those groups.

However, teacher differences with respect to personality scales
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or to teaching exporience are not significantly related to

trteir exp2ctaticns.

H

%hile soildon studicd, educaticonal practices seenm o be
cruc 31 determinants of tcacher expectations. Ability group-
-
ing strongly shapes espectations. Evaluation and record-heep—
irg mazy also create cor modify expectations. Once these expec-
tationz are icrred, do they have ehavioral conseguences ior

teacners ang 2nildren?

"
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Chapter &

THE TRANSMISSION AND CONSEQUENCES

OF TEACHER EXPECTAT IONS

I. THE RELATIONSHIP BETUEEN TEACHER EXPECTATIONS ARND TEACHER
BEHAVIGRS )

Once teachers® expectations zre generated, do they. affect
~ the teachers' behavior toward children? Tke original Rosenthal

and Jacobson study (1968) did not study teacher behaviors at

all, effc.:ts since then have tried to identify teacher behaviors
that stem from expectations. I located 28 studies that
purport to analyze the relatioag%ip between expectations and
teacher behavior.
> These 28 studies vary coﬁéidera@lya{botﬁ;aith respect to <
whether the expoctations of teachers were natural or "induced"
and with respect to their results. About half of the studies
assess the natural expectations of teachers, usually ®y having
them rate or rank their ovn students in terms of expected
academic achievement. Slightly more than half are closer

replications of the Rosenthal and Jacobson study, in that they
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atte—pt to induce an expectation im the teachers, by m2nipulating
test score information, by randcm assigmment to pseudo-ability
groups, and so iorth. HNost of these efforts at induced expecta-
tions do not measure the teachers' expectations directly but
assume that it has been affccted by the experimental panipulation.
There are three studies of natural situations that infer the
presence of particular tezcker expectations. In tip studies
(Alpert 197%4; Martinez 1973), cupectations are inferred frcm
reading ability group placerent or the achievement level of
the class. Gabbert (1973) goes further, and appears to infer
expectations frcm student SES. In nonc of these cases, as in
mos5t of the induced expectations studies, are teacher expectations
independently measured.

The abscrnce of measurement of teacher expectations may
help to explain the variations in results. When the origin of
teachers’ expectations is natural, and those expectations are
directly nmeasured, we find that expectations are related to
substantial variations in tz2acher behaviors, in 11 out of 12

studies, and in the twelfth study, the results were mixed,
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that is, diiferences were noted in sc=e behaviors but not ia
octhers. Thus, natural tezcher exzpectations appear to dbe

rather clearly related to differential teacher behaviors.

¥here the rescarchers infcrred expectations frem soxmething such
as ability group placerment, expectations had a mixed relation
£0 teacher brhaviors in one case and ro relaticn in the other
two studies.

oI the 13 studies atterpting to induce expectaticns, eight
had positive or mixzed results, suggesting that even relatively
weakly induced expectations may influence teacher expectations
under certain conditions. The five studies reporting no relation
leave us with several questions. Only one of these studies
meacured Ss expectations. 1In that report 11 out of 18 (ér 617.)
of the Ss said they expegied no more of the expeégmental pupils
than of the others in their class (Jose and Cody 1971).
Apparently the experimental manipulation failed. Perhaps the

induced expectation did not "take."” This interpretation gains

support when we compare bow expectations were induced in

studies reporting positive results. We have already considered
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bow Meichenbaum et al. (1969) presented the pupils predicted
to blocon to teachers, with considerable elaboration and group
discussion. Kester (1969, 1972) also heid neetings with par-
ticipating teachers during one part of the induction phase.
Other studies svggest that only expectations which are fauly
believed by teachers are likely to affect their behaviors.
Clearly the naturally induced expectations meet this criterion.
Vhere teachers formulate their own expectations they will
obvisusly seem plausibie to them.

Having learned scmething about the conditions under which
teacher expectations appear to be related to differential
behaviors, what do we know about how teacher behavior varies?

Behavior differs with respect to the frequency or rates of

interaction between teachers and pupils and *=n terms of the

kinds of behaviors teachers show different children.

Frequency of Interaction

Teachers spend more time interacting with pupils for
vhom they have higher expectations, compared with those for

whom they hold lower expectations (Adams and Cohen 1974,
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Plakey 1970, Brcphy and Good 1970, Cormbleth et al. 1974, Given
1974, Jeter 1972, Kranz 1970, Rist 1970, Rubowvits and Maehr 1971
1973, M. Silbercan 1969, B.J. ¥illis 1969). Differcat studies
use dififcrent coding scheres for analyzing rates of interaction.
Most frecuently used are Bales' Intexaction Analysis, Flanders
Interaciion Analysis, and Brcphy and CGood's Dradic Interaction
Analysis. The purpese of the coding scheme is to facilitate

the obscrver's reliability in coding behaviors of different
frequcncy and type, imcluding who initiates the interaction.

For exawple, Brophy and Good (1970) found that students for whom
teachers held high expectations were more irequently praised
when currect and less frequently criticized when wrong or un-
responsive than were pupils for whom teachers had low expectations.
Similarly, Given (1974; f&ung'that high expectancy stﬁdents
received more of Flander's different modes of verbal interaction
than did low expectancy students. Rist (1970) observed that the
teacher initiated many more interactions with pupils for whom

she had higher expectations than for the other pupils.
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Type of Interaction

The type or quality of ianteractions differ as well. In
addition to the above centioned research, other studies exanine
how teacher behaviors differ (Dalton 1569, Kester 1969 1972,
Meichenbaum et al. 1969, Parsons 1973, Peng 1974, and Rothbart
et al. 1971). Teachers were more friendly, encouragiag and
supportive of students who had been designated as particularly
Ybright" to participating teachers {Kester 1969), Meichenbaunm
et al. (1969) saw some differences between teachers, with soxze
significantly increasing positive interactions with purported
"late biocomers"” and others reducing negative interactions with
the girls so designated. While Parsons (1973) inferred teacher
expectations from the achievement level of the classes, he

. observed teachers showing somewhat more praise and ;Zceptance *
of the better classes, although the differences were not signi-
ficant. The code category he termed "the restricting behavior
index'" was the most responsible for the differences that he did
observe. While we do not know whether the behavior of the

classes was substantially different, these results are particularly

interesting in light of Bowles and Gintis' (197C) assertion
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that social control aspects of schooling are more important than
cogﬁitiv;”iearning features. Bowles and Gintis suggest that
schools serve to recreate the social relations of production
by organizing the rehavioral requircments of school in different
ways for different social classes. Wnile Parsons (1973) does
not reflect on his findings in these terms, his work suggests
another dirension of interaction that may not be captured in

the zoding schemes widely used in studies of classrcem interaction,

narcely the degree of behavioral restriction that occurs.

Rosenthal's Specification of How Exnectancy is Mediated

Rosenthal (1974) believes there are at least four related
ways that expectancy effects are rediated. He bases this

judgement upon his review oi 285 studies of interpersonal influence,

- - hd

including at least 80 in cliassrooms or other natural settings.

First, he sees a general climate factor, consisting of the

overall warmth a teacher shows to children, with more shown to
high expectancy students. While he does not discuss individual
studies, I located at least three that suggested various non-

verbal ways that teacher expectancy could be communicated.
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Johnson (1970) hypothesized that when Ss expcrience a discrepancy
between their expectations for soreone and that person’s perior-
mance, they may provide certain feedback that serves to maintain
congruency betwcen expectations and performance. Specifically,
Johnson expected that Ss experiencing expectancy-performance

discrepancy would be more likely to avoid eye contact with the

other person. This was cenfirmed for one conifcderate testee
and insignificant for the other. Whiie not conclusive, this
evidence suggests onc means, namely, the amount of eyc contact,
through vhich teachers' expectations may be conveycd.

Further evidence in this direction is provided by’ Cooper
(1971), who found that the amount of eye contact an experimentor

showed a testee was related to the testee's feelings zbout
* ~

himself. Therefore Cooper suggesté‘that primary visual cues

may be an important determinant of exéectancy transmission.
Chaikin, Sigler and Derlega (1974) examined whether tutors

holding different expectations for students in a microteaching

situation exhibit different patterns of nonverbal bchavior.

They observed that tutors did behave differently toward designated

bright students, showing greater forward lean, eye gaze, affirma-
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tive head nods, and smiles--"all indices of approval and

attraction, as established by Mehrabian (1971), Exline (1971),
Hall (1966) and others. It would secem, judging by these non-
verbal behaviors, that bright pupils are liked more by their
tutors than are control or dull students" (1974:148).

A second way that expectancy is mediated is identified

by Rosenthal as more praise or differential warmth for doing

something right. Thus it provides feedback about the pupil's
specific behavior. This feature is supported by Brophy and
Good's findings reported above (1970).

Third, Rosenthal notes the imput factor, or the actual

amount of teaching pupils receive. As Beez moted (1970),
tutors taught many more words to students they thought were
“bright than to pupils designated slow.  Similar presentation of
more vocabulary words to students of alleged higher ability was
noted by Carter (1969) and by McQueen (1970). 1In a natural
setting, Martinez (1973) found that teachers spent more time on
reading instruction in high achieving classes tha; in low
achieving classes. Rist (1970) observed that pupils in t. icher-
designated lower groups could not see as much of the material

presented as the better group.
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Fourth, Rosenthal indicates that expectancy may be mediated

by a response opportunity factor, or an output factor. Students

for whom thc.teacher has higher expectations are given more chance
to reply, more and tougher questions, they are called on more
often, and given more time to respond. Robinsca (1973) found
that teachers made a larger proportion (44£%) of coznitive demand
upon perceived high achiever and a simaller proportion (247) upon
perceived low achievers.

A fifth way that Rosenthal does not menticn but which has™

been observed by others is the different type of curriculum that

teachers may present to childrern for whom they have dififersnt
expectations. Keddie (1971) notes teachers reporting that they
teach a completely different type of economics to students eof
‘idifferently perceived abilities (197i;. Alpert (1975) reports
that teachers use more readers and more difficult ones with the
top reading group, but concludes that such diiferences are con-
sistent with differences in group need. Group need is measured
by the readability level of the books used in relation to the
reading ability of the pupils. But need might be evident in

other criteria as well, such as interest in the story, need for
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variety, relevance of the book to one's own life, and so on.

By using more books with the higher ability group, the teacher
is increasing the chance that a2 pupil will find a book that they
especially like. More work needs to be done on the gquestion

of whether and how teacher expectations affect what is fraught

in a classroom.

In brief, we have seen that teacher expectations are most
likely to be related to teacher behaviors in natural situations,
or in situations that efifectively induce an expectation and then
measure whether that expéctation exists. We noted a number of
studies indicating that teacher expectations are related to
vgriations in frequency and type of interactions between teacher
and pupil. More specifically, Rosenthal specifies four ways
that pssitive expectancy may be communicated: -1) general -
climate of warmth, 2) more praise for performance, 3) more
actual teaching, and 4)more opportunities to respond. To these
I added a fifth possibility, the amount and type cf material
taught. If some students learn subjects or skills that others do

not, especially when those subjects are differentially evaluated

by the school or the society, then educational content can
- 141 -
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convey expectations as well.

The critical questions remain--do expectations or these
behaviors actually affect students? Do students think differently
about themselves or do they learn more, as a result of the

expectations teachers hold?

- 142 -




II. THE EFFECTS OF TEACHER EXPECTATIONS

There are scre striking patterns in the findings of 61
studies that measure the effects of teacihier expectaticns. In
all 10 studies of natural t._acher expectations, those expectations
were relatea to cognitive changes. The results of induced
expectations, on the other hand, are very mixed. Of 42 such
studies, 14 report a positive relationship beﬁween expectations
and cognitive changes, 9 report mixed results,and 12 indicate
no relationship. The first and most global conclusion from
these studies is that teacher expectations appear always to be
related to pupil changes vhen those expectatiors are "naturally"
held by the teacher and only sometimes related when expectations

are induced by an experimenter. Of course, the problem with

"natural" expectation; is that the teachers may be "rigﬂf",Q I
i.e., thei may have successfuily identified students who will

gain more. Because of this difficulty, it is particularly
important to trv to specify the conditions under which thc
experimental expectancy effect operates. Having done that, we

will be in a better position to consider the consequences of
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teacher expectations for lower class and minority children.

At least three types of speciiying conditions appear to
exist: 1) experizental conditions, 2) teacher characteristics
and bchaviors, and 3) pupil characteristics.

Exper izmental Conditiens

In ¢rder for induced expectations to be related to changes
in students, the expectations need to have been cifectively
i Juced. That is, the teacher subjects must believe that children
designated by the experimenter will iIn fact make gains (See
Anderson 1971, Goldsmith and Fry 1970, Jose 1969). Only four
out of the 42 induced expectaacy studies measured whether or
not the teacher's expectancy had been influenced by the
experimenter. José and Goldsmith and Fry discovered that the
majority of tcachers did not hold the expectations the experimenter
had tried to induce. Hence, they were not surprised to observe
little cognitive change in students. Anderson (1971) specified
that positive cognitive changes were contingent. upon changes in
teacher exzpectations. Spielberg (1973), however, suggests
that teachers’ statcments alone may be an inadequate measure of

the expectation held, since - he found that teacher statements
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were not related to their behavior. Teacher expectations <ay
often be unaffectcd by the inducezent procedure. Yorepver, even
if rhe teacker's stated expectancy changes, that zay not

modify their btrhaviors, The result may be the abscnce of an
experimental cxzpectancy and thercefore a lack of results.

One possible explanation for the failurc to induce
expectancies is offered by Dan Snmith, who is doing an M.A.
thesis on teacher expectations at New York University. How,
he wonders, can teachers believe in a test claiming to predict
futur. grewth? The notion of gains to come seens implausible
to him. Thereforec, a nucber of tcackers may have been skeptical
of studics which purperted to messure something that would heppen
in the future.

At additional scurce of skepticism is suggested by Spielberg
(1973) who feels there may be a Roscnthal and Jacobson “sensitiz-
ing effect” operating now that so many people have heard of the
"Pygmalion" study, making it virtually impossible to find naive
teacher subjects any longer.

The teacher's skepticism, or conversely, the effectivenecs

of an induced expcctancy, may depend in part upon thne prior




knowledge a2 teacher has of a pupil. A nu-ber of induced-
expectancy studies reporting no relationship started in the
niddie of the academic year, allowing considerable tize for
teackers to gain other grounds for their expectations (See,
e.g., Claiborn 1969, Fiedler, Coken and Feeney 1971, Gosciewski
1970, Haviin 1969, Pelligrini and Hicks 1972).

Teachers® experiences with children may operates any time
during an experiment, not only prior to experirmental intervention.
This possibility may help explain Spielberg's (1973) finding
that teacher expectations are not very stable over time. Even
if they are successfully induced at cone time, they may be
changed with subsequent teacher-child interaction.

Besides factors affecting the credibility of gn ipduced
e#%ectation, an ethical consiraint operates Ia experimertal
situations which may reduce the efficacy of indv:ed expectations.
Seaver (1973) suggests that negative expeccations may have
more potent effects or student cognitive chznge than positive
expectations. Ethical concerns have understacdzdly pre~iuded
most experimenters from attempting to induce negative szpeciations

in tcachers. As a result, however, the limited range cf expecta-
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tions in induced situaticons may have diministed the e¢ffects of
such experi—cntal expectations.

In brief, wo can identify a nu-ber of factors i-pairing
the credidbility of induced expeciations and htence rcducing the
liklikcod that experimental expectations are belicved. Further,
core potent negative expecetaticons are not operating in experi-
mental situations. Experixental conditions such as these r.ay
help to explain vhy the results of induced expectancy studics
are mized. Besides these experizmental conditions, teacher

characteristics may —ediate the expectancy effect as well.

Teachker Characteristics and Behaviors

As already noted, once basis for forming expectations may
be a pupil's test scores. Morcover, teacher opinions about
tests may affect how seriously they consider scoxre information
(Fleming and Anttoncn 1971, Sorotzkin, Fleming and Anttonen 1974).
Hence, attempts to manipulate expectancies by reporting faisc
test scores may be eifective with s~me teachers and completely

ignorcd by others, depending upon their attitudes toward test
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results. Thus teachker attitudes toward tests —ay mediate the

eifectiveness of experirental manipulations.

Cut of 42 induced expectancy stuvdics, there were 18 in
vhich both teackcr behaviors and cognitivc orlcores were
measured. What is interesting is that in all but two studies,

there were consistent relaticnships between teacher behaviors

and cognitive outccmes. That is, in the 12 studies where tecacher
behaviors changed, purils changed also, and in the four studies
where teacher bechaviors remainced constant pupil test scores
showed no significant gains. In short, indeced expectancies
affect students rhen the expectancy is believed by teachers and
they change their bchavior. Thus, where induced expectations
appear to approximate natural ones, both in credibility and
behavioral manifestations, they appear to affect children.

What teacher behaviors affect student outcomes? General
possibilities were suggested above by Rosenthal (1974). ¥e
cannot tell from Rosenthal which behaviors were related to
expectations and vwhich affected pupils. From the studies
revieved here we can identify two types of instrumental teacher

behaviors: 1) the amount of material taught and 2) the amount
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and type of teacher interacticn.

Regarding the amount tou~ht, Beez (1970) reported that
tutors given higher expectations for a child tried to teach more
words than thosce given lower cxpectations. Morcover, teachers

of children designated "low 2bility" explained the meaning of a

word mre often, gave ooure cxaples, and spent more time oa non-

teachinz activities than did teachexrs of "high ability" children.
In a like vein, Carter (1969) reported that teachers given
positive expectancy information prescnted significantl, rore
words to thc pupils.

Peng (1974) found that provisicn of lcarning opportunities

was ccrrelated with pupil problem solving ability. He measuxrcd
teack.r instructional behavior related to leazrning opportunities
through the perceptions of pupils. Such ratings may be biased
by individual pupil variations, Peng cauticns, but since he uses
classes as the units of analysis he is able to get the mean
score from all students in the class, thus assuriang higher
reliability. By provision of learning opportunities, Peng
means "'the extent and degree of assistance, and amount of time,

space and materials provided for the class; the willingness
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exhibited in helping pupils."” He reports that this behavior
was ceasured by scales constructed from 27 questicnnaires.
Students were asked, for exacple, "I can always use the beoks
vhen I need thenm: Yes Yo."

¥Meichenbaum et al. (1969) fcund that the avount of
positively toned interaction increased and the amount of negative
interactiun decreased at least 2 ong some teachers after the
exper imental czéectancy had bren induced. But Blakey (1970),
on the other hand, found thot the arount and type of teacher-
pupil intcraction measurcsd on the Flanders Interaction Analysis
scale was not related to achieverment gains, and even though
behaviors were related to expectations and expectations werc
related to student gains. Biakey concluded that verbal cues
alone arc piobably insufficicnt to mediate expectancy effectively.
This highlights the importance of studies delineating critical
non-verbal cues.

In brief, what little we know of the behaviors deriving

from expectations that are related to cognitive gains, the

amount of teacher affective tone and of the amount taught.
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Pupil Characteristics Mediating the Expectancy Eifect

Both psychological and sccial characteristics of studen’
affect nhow pupils respond to teache expectations. Kohn
suggests further that students comprchending the teacher's
message can yield or resist the behavioral implications to a
varying extent. e predicis that such differences should
generally be greater for negative messages thaﬁ positive cncs.
This assertion s very consistent with Asbury's finding (1970)
that students reporting internal and extemnal locus of control
responded differently to different expectancy conditions.

Under conditions of positive expectation, student locus of
control was not rclated to performance. Under ncgative expcctancy
condition, however, pupils with an external locus of contrel
performed significantly more poorly than those with intermal
locus of control. This suggests that at least one personality
trait of pupils is related to their receptivity to expectations.

Kohn suggests that the distinction in the persuasion and
communication literature between understanding the position of

a communicator and yielding to it exists in teacher-pupil
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relationships as well (1973:302). Children may vary in
their sensitivity to the emotional content of a cor-.on’catien.
This is exactly what Conn et al. (1968) discowvered.

Peng's (197%) work provides some suggestion as te how
teacher expectations, behaviors and pupil self-expectistions
may interact to produce differential pupil achicvenont. Congru-
ence between teacker and self-expectations was relat:d to
achievement. Students with high teacher and self-expc.ctations
vere high achievers and those with low teacher and sc¢1{-
exp: ctations were low achievers. Teacher behaviors, rated in
terms of clarity, provision of learning opportunitics, and
enthsiasm, were related to pupil achievement only for pupils
with high teacher and sclf expectations. This indicates that
positive teacher behaviors may produce student gains only when
they occur in an alrcady positive situétlon, with respect to
both the tcacher's expectations and the student's self-expecta-
tions.

Sociological factors also modify a student's susceptibility
to tcacher éxpectations. Race was noted by Krupczak (1972), who

found that black pupils were more affect-d by teacher expectations
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than were white students. Yee (1968) and Baker (1973) suggest

that ilower class students are more valamerable to teacher czpocta-

tions than are oiddle class pupils. Rosenthal and Jacobson

(1968) found that younger children showed more expectancy

effects than pupils in higher elementary grades. All of these
characteristics--race, class, and age--may be viewed as indicatcrs
of pupil efficacy, that they may be seen as resources a student
can marshall to ncgotiate the teacher's definition of the
situation. These characteristics reflect the child's power,
presiige and experience in the worid.

In sum, teacher expectations seem to influence pupil
achievement when those expectations are strongly held, énd are
related to modified teacher behavior. Specifically, students
of teachers who teach more and show more affect toward them
show more cognitive g&ins. Pupil personality éharacteristics,
including sensitivity to verbal communication of emotions, internal
locus of control and seli-expectations seem to interact with
teacher ezpectations with consequences for their cognitive gains.
The race, social class and age of pupils influence their

susceptibility to teacher expectations.
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Consequences of Teacher Exzpectations for Lower Class and
Minority Studcnts

The implications of tcacher exzpectzations for lower class
and mirority students can now be considered. First, teachers

are rorc likely to hold negative expectaticns for lower class

and minority children than for middle class and white children
(Chapter 2 and Buford 1973). Second, teacher expectations

arce affcected by testing and tracking procedures which are them-
selves biased against lower class and minority children (Chapters

>

1 and 2). Third, it is preciscly such ncgative expectations that

Asbury (1970), Kohn (1973), and Seaver (1973) suggest are more
potent in their conscquences than positive expectations. Fourth,
expectations are related to teacher behaviors and to student
cognitive changes even vhen pupil IQ and achievement are
controlled. Fifth, given the less powerful position of lower
class and minority children in society, they appear to be more
vulnerable to teacher exzpectations. Thus, the educational
experiences of lower class and minority children wo;k to depress
their academic achievement, while the educational exposure of

[

white middle class students helps them achieve.
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Chapter 5

CONCLUSIONS

We began with the question of why scciceconomic status and

"race are related to academic achievement. While most explanations

look to the cognitive or cultural deficiences of lower class and
minority ctudents, this volume considers an alternative explana-
tion. Prevailing definitions cf academic achievement undoubtedly
contribute to uncqual results, but probably do not entirely
explain differential school achievement. The educational con-
cepts, structures and interactions operating in schools powerfully
shape outcomes as well. While many examples could be considered,
three are scrutinized here in depth, namely IQ testing, the

structural arrangement of tracking, and teachers expectations

and behaviors. The review of literature focuses on how these
ideas and processes may depress the academic achievement of

A ' S——
lower class or minority students and erihance the achievement

of middle class or white children.

IQ testing rests on three premises: 1) the hereditarian
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assumption, which believes academic capability is relatively
fixed at birth; 2) the assumption that a high IQ is requisite
for success in life; and 3) the assumption that IQ is objective
and accurate. We considered ez&dence suggesting that these
assumptions are fallacious. In practice, however, IQ testing

is widespread, believed to be zccurate, and deified by the
administrative practices of manf schools. As a result, many
children are misperceived and mislabeled. Such "mistakes"

cceur much more frequently to lower class or ethnic minority
children.

Educational decisions based on aptitude test scores may
dramatically change a child's educational program. Like
testing, asility grouping has an ideology that diverges from
its reality. Homogeneous grouping is touted as a device fcr-
maximizing the achievement of all. ike testing, it is widely
practiced. Ability grouping is based heavily upon testingkxﬁ
(with its attendent problems), and teachers' recommendations
often play an important role as well. However ability grouping

is done, lower class and minority children are more likely to

be in "lower ability" groups or in Mentally Retarded or




»

Educable Mentally Retarded prograsms than are white middle class
students. Hence one conscquence of ability grouping in the last
two decades has been considerable class and racial segregation.

While hundreds of resecarch studies have examined ability
grouping or tracking, we still know very little about the
educational content and processes associated with different
groups. What we do know suggests that curricula differ in
scope, pace, ucc of supplemental materials, teaching styies,
electivity, and access t©o other cducational resources in the
§chool, with less desirable featurces morce often the iot of
lower class and minority studoents.

Where achievement differences between "high ability" and
"low ability" groups are noted, gains are attributed to improved
curriculum, tcaching, or materials, rather than to grcuping per
se. So, ability grouping by itself doés not enhance overall
student achievement, while enriched curriculum may. Instead of
mazimizing the achievement of all, ability grouping differentiates
séudents even more. Where changes cccur, the "high' make small

gains while the "average” and "low'" students decline. Thus,

students are farther apart at the end of their educational
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experiences than they were at the beginning.

Tracking may also a2ffect consciousness. Thus students
a£§ not only cognitively differentiated, but such distirctions
appear to be internalized. Students in higher tracks tend to
gain in self esteen, while those in lower tracks decline.
Selves are thus differentiated in 2 hierarchical way. Soxe
youngsters begin to see themselves as better or more worthy,
vhile others feel less deserving. This crucial non-cognitive
outcéme helps to explain how schools create znd legitimate
‘inequalities’.

Testing affects tracking decisions, and both influence
what teachers expect of children. Teachérs also share the
beliefs and prejudices of socicty. Therefore it is not
surprising that race and social class influence teachers'
expectations for children .in additioa to test scores and
tracking. Teachers tend to expect less of lower class and
minority sfudents than they do of white middie class students.
Moreover, teachers behaye differently toward stu@ents for whom
they hold higher expectations. Teachers interact more, they

.

show mor. warmth, they provide more praise and acceptance, they
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teach —ore and they teach differently. The z—ount taught and
teacker warsth affect student gains, even on standardized
tests. Teachers' expectations are —ediated by pupil charac-
teristics, espccially age, race, and SES. Tius the very pupils
who confroni negative expcctations most often are the most
valnerable to thuse expectations.

This rcview has had two purposes: to identify relationships
between testing, tracking, tecacher expectations and unequal
educational outcomes; and to try to specify the conditions

under which those relationships occur. The evidence reviewed

supports the assertion that schcols substantialily help to

-

create and legitimize inequeiities between children.




E

Adoese, Gerald 7. and Clen, All-a S,

1975 Children®s phasicil and istorzerscnul clorocteristics thaot
eifcct strdent-tuacher Interceticnn.  Jourial of
Experizental Edrenticn 43z 1-35. :

Adozs, Cerzld L ond LaViie, Joserh

1975 The effect I rtedent?s ez, cuvnduet, and focisl attractivelcss
- b
n teacler expecianty.  Educaticn V51 TE-t3.
Adhirows, Murion Ielert
1%y A cimporative study of pupil attitudes under conditions of

abilizy ard Letervperecas proupiry. Clarec nt, Ca.:
Clareront Craduate Schiel. Dissertaticn Abstracts 262 3EC9-4.7

Alpert, Juditl Landon

1975 Teacher telavicr and pupil periorrance: reccensideratieon of
tle rnﬁ:a::on uf Pyommlion effects. Journal of Educoaticmal
hescurel 49z 53-57.

1975 Teacter Tahuvior acress ability preups: o consideration of

Ty
the sodizticn of T, ,m
Powcholopy L62 255-350

1985 Frare of referernce of teacher  jud:zents: the pswchophysical
J 3 ¥
redel applicd to «ducation.  Fsycholopy im Scheols 1: 392-3.

Anderson, D.F. and Roesenthal, K.

1968 ‘Scew: effects of inter-persoenal expectancy and sccial interaction
on institutionalized retarded children. Proceedings of the
76t1y Annual Convention of the American Psychological Association
3: 479-580.

Anderson, ch"" Smith

1971 Teacher expectation and pupil scelfi-conceptions. Unpublished
doctoral dissertaticn. University of California. DAI 3Z: 1619.

Ancelone, Georype

H.D. Tracking in col’cyc. Boctoral dissertaticn in progress,
New Yore Univernity

P/
* Henceforth Dissertation Abstracts is sbbreviated DAT.

160

RIC 167

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




Armor, Tavid J.

19£9 The Joerican Sehiool Commiolor. Now York: fussell Sape Foundaticn,

Arnez, Lancy L.

-

1966 The effect of teacler attituvdes upen the culturaily diffcrent.
- School and Seciety S 14T-3520
Asbury, Droon Flex
1670 The effccts of teacher expectoney, subject expectoncy, ard

sub ject sex on the learniny pericrrmice of elemepiary school
children. Urpublislied dictorcl dissertation, The Chio Stntc
. University. AT 31: 537-~.

Bacckus, H.X.
1969 Fducaticon, secial clunre, ord cultural pluraliem.
3 € - P
Sociclugy of Education &Z27345-355.

Bacher, Josse Hires
1965 ke cffcect of cpecial class placeasecnt on the self-concept,
secinl adjustrent ard readingy grovth of slow learners.
Unpublished dectoral disserlaticn, New York University.

DAL 25: 7071,

Baker, J. PLillip and Janet L. Clrist

1971 Teacher expectancies: a review of the literature. Pp. 48-6%
. in 5.D. Elashoff and R.E. 3now (eds.), Pyg-ilion Reconsidered.

Yorthington, Ghio: Charles A, Jones.

Baker, Szlly Hiilsmon
1974 Job Discrimination-- Schools 2s the Solution or Part of the
Probless? In Pancla Hoby («d.), ¥Yoren in the Vork Place:
Yesterday and Today. (Forthcoming 1976)

Baker, Stephen H.

1973 Teacher effectiveness and socizl class as factors in teacher
ezpectancy effects on pupils' scholastic achieverent.
Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Ciark University. DAL 34:
2376.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




Baratz, Juan aord Stephen Lurazz

1970 Early clildhosd interwestivre thy sorial sciomtific tocis
of izstituticnalized racirs. Horverd Educoticonel lleview
39: 29-51.

Parker ifunn, Jeon L.
n the rrizory Scheol., Lezden:s XNaticnal Fousdoiica

1970 Streuz~in
{ S ¢ Parnearch.

134 deacters' ratiipes of student porse
reizte to I a1d sceici deoiratili

Educational Psxcholopwy 39: 121-13Z2.

[ %)

Decker, Jomes L.

1973 The effects of sirulated feedback ¢n teacher perfornaonce
gnder four cecbinztione of expectancy aud capacity. Un-
published docteral dissertation, Temple University. DAL
34 L8552

Beez, Voelter V.

1970 Inflvence of biased psychological reports on teacher
behavior and pupil perforrzcce.  Pp. 320-335 in Mathew 3. Miles
and 1.¥. Charters, Jr. (E¢s.) Iearning in Sccial Sctitings.
posten: Allyn and Bacon.

Perg, Ivar E. .
1970 Education and Jobs: The Great Training Kobbery. New Yori:
Praeger.

Billett, R, O.

1932 The Administration and Supervision of Howogencous Grouping.
Colu=bus: The Ohio State University Press.

Blakey, Millard L.

1970 The relationship betueen teacher prophecy and teacher verbal
behavior and their c¢ifect upon adult student achieverent.
Unpublishled docteral disrertation. Florida State University.
DAL 31: 4615A.

- 162 -

EI{I(? : b J

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




]
|
|
;
1
1
4
:

3 BDooceci, Sarane S.
1%72 An Intr-fuction to tle Scciclezy of learndzp. Eostons
Feophteon Miffiin.

Fros, ¥alter A,
23

1985 An Evoluction of Ability CGrowpinp. ULS.DLILELH,
Coopcrative Pesearcl, Froject No. 377. Logan: Utah State
Universzity.

Puwles, Szoael ond Gintis, llerbert

197¢ Schicoling in Cepitalist Aoerica. New York: 3Basic Tochs.
Bowles, Siruel zand Hertert Gintis

1972-3 1.¢. in the U.S. class structure. Social Policy 3: 65-96.
Broc—me, Billy 3.

1970 An investipation of the effccts of teachers® cxpeczations on
the achicevenent in recding of first-grade bovs. Unpublished
doctoral disserzation, Lousicna State Uaiversity and
Agricultural ard Mechanical College. DAT 31: 4538A-45394.

Brophy, Jere E£. and Geod, Thomas L.

1970 Teachers! coorrunication of differential expectations for
chiidren'’s classroon perferrance: some behavioral data.
Journal of Edecationzl Psycholeygy 60: 365-375. D 051838.

Brown, William E.

1949 The influence of student iafor-ation on tiie feormulation of
teacher expectancy. Unpul-lished doctoral dissertation,
Indianz University. DAI 30: 4822A.

Buford, FPetty 1.

1973 Teacher expectancy of the culturally different student subgroups

in Texas in relation to student achiewverment. Unpublished

- doctoral dissertation, Texas A & M University. DAL 34:
11584-1159A.

—Q

@)
el
-

ERI!

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Byexrs, Lloretta

1961 Ability grouping - kelp or hizdrornce to social and cootional

-
4

growth. School Rowiew 69z £59-59.

Carter, Dale L.

1970 The effect of teacher expectations con the self-estecn and
acadenic perfuvrrance of seventh grade students. Unpublished
docteral disscrtation, University of Teanessee. DAT 31:
£539-A.

Carter, Runald .

1969 Locus of control and teacher cxpectazcy as related to
achievement of wvoung school children. Unpublished doctoral
dizsertation, Indiana University. DAL 30: 4567A.

Chaikin, alan L., Sigler, Edward and Derlega, Valerian

1974 Nonvertal mediators of tcacher expectarncy cffects. Journal
of Perscnality and Social Psychology 30: 145-149.

Clajiborn, H. L.

1989 Expectancy efifects in the classrecm: a failure to replicate.
Journal of Educational Psychiolony £0: 377-383.

Clarik, Zurion R,

1560 The “Cooling-cut" function in higiker education. Arerican -
Journal of Sociology 05: 569-76.

Clifford, M. and ¥alster, E.

1973 The effect of physical attractiveness on teacher expectatioa.
Sociology of Education 45: 258-258. )

Cchen, D. .

1970 Politics and research: evaluation of social action programs
in education. Review of Educational Research 40: 213-238.

Coleman, Jares S.

1975 yethods and results in the IEA stuaies of effects of school
on Learning.” Review of Educational Research 45: 335-386.

Colerman, James ct al,
1966 Equality of Educational Oppertunity. Washington, D.C.:
U.S. Government Printing Office.
141
- 164 -




Collins, Randall

1971 Functicnzl ard confiict zi.eories of educatrional stratification.
American Sociological Review 35: 1002-1019.

1974 Where are eduvcational reguirements for erxployment highest?
Sociology of Education 47: §19-442.

Conn, Lne ¥., et al,

19¢€8 Pexception of exotion and response to teachers' expectarcy
by elcmentary school children. Psychologiczl Reports 22: 27-35.

Cocper, Jocl
1971 Seifi-fulfilling prophecy in the classrocm: an attempt to
discover the processes by which expectations are comsunicated.
ED 063453.%

Cornbleth, Catherine et al,

1974 Expectations for pupil achievemen: and teacher-pupil inter-
actior. Social Education 38: 55-5B.

Cottle, Tho=as J.

1974 ¥hat Tracking Did to Ollie Taylor." Social Policy 5: 21-24,
Couwles | M,

1963 A copparative study of certain social and emotional adjustments
’ of horogenecus and heterogeneously grouped sixth grade children.
Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of Alabama.
DAT 23: 4256-57. '

Dalton, William E.

1973 xploring the expectancy effects phenomenon: a study of the
perpetuation of teachers' expectancies of pupils. Unpublished
doctoral dissertation, George Peabody Coilege for Teachers.
pAT 34: 3459-1.

Daniels, J. C.
1961 The cffects of streaming in the primary school.

Pritish Journal of Educationzl Psychology
31: 119-127.

* ED numbers refer to U.S. 0ffice of Education ERIC microfiche reference numbers.

o - 165 -
5110 112

IToxt Provided by ERI




BDavidson, Felen 3. and Lang, Gerhard
19690 Chiidren's perception of their teachers® feclisps touard them

related to self-percepticn, school achievesent, and tehavioz.
Journal of Experixzental E£ducatrioa 29: 107-118.

Peirz, S.H. and Purkey, W.H.

19569 Teacher expeczation of perfiormance based on race of studeat.
Psychiological Reports 25: 693

Diliard, Joey L.

1969 Black English in the United States. XNew York: Rande:. ilcuse.
Douglas, J.W.B.

196% The Heme and the School. London: MacGiblon & Hec.
Doyle, iayne J. et al,

1971 Teachiers® percepticns: do they make a difference?
Paper presented at AZRA.  ED 058109,

Duskek, Jero—e B. and 0'Connell, Eduw.rd 3.

1973 Teacher expectancy cf{fects on the achieverent test performance
of elementary school children. Journai oi Educational
Psychology 65: 371-377. .

Drews, Elizahbeth M.

1963 Student abilities, grouping patterns and classroom interaction.
Coupcrative Research Program, Office of Education, DHEY. ED 002579

Dunn, L.C.

1968 Specinl education for the mildly retarded. Is much of it
justifiable? Exceptional Children 35: 5-22,

Dyson, Eranest
1965 A study of the relationships between acceptance of self, academic
self-concept, and two types of grouping procedures used with
seventh grade pupils. Unpublished doctoral dissertation:
Temple University. DAL 26: 1475-76.
EaSh, }"‘ J‘

1961 Grouping: what have we learncd? Educational Leadership 18: 429-434,

- 166 -

17 3




Eells, Xonneth et al

1951 Intelligence arnd Culiural Differercec. Chiczgo:
University of Chicago Fress.

Ekstrom, Ruth B, -

1961 Experimental srudies of homorencous grouping: a2 critical
review. School Review 69: 216-226, 1D0D15632,

Elashoff, j.D. aad B.E. Snow

T 1971 Pyimalion reconsidered. Worthington, Chio: Charles A.
Jones Publishing Co.

Eider, Gleu H.
1965 Life opportunity and persenality: soze consequences of
stratified secondary education in Great Zritain. Sociology
of Educaticen 38: 173-202.

Entwisle, Doris R. et al.

1972 Effect of a principal's expectations on test performance of
elecentary school children. Psychological Reports 31: 551-556.

Epstein, Bernard

1970 Determination of the effect of teacher expectancy on student -
achicevement. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University
of Missouri, Columbiz. DAT 31: 5032A. \\xg___,///

Esposito, D,

1973 Humogeneous and heterogeneous ability grouping: principal
findings and implications for evaluvating 2nd designing more
effective educational envircnments. Review of Educational
Research 43: 163-179.

Evans, Judith T. and Rosenthal, Robert

1969 Interpersonal self-fulfilling prophecies: further extrap-

olations from the laboratory to the classroom. Unpublished

paper, larvard University. ED 034276.

Exline, R.

1971 The glances of power and preference. 1In J.K. Cole (Ed.),
Nebraska Symposiur: on ¥Motivation: 1971. Lincoln, University
of Nebraska Press.




Fick, ¥ayre 4. ‘
1
|

1962 The effectiveness of ability grouping in seventh grade core
classes. Unpublished docioral dissertation, University of
Kansas. DAI 23: 2753-55. .

Fiedler, ¥.R. and Cchen, R.D. and Feeney,; S.

1971 An attespt to replicate the teacher expectancy effect.
Psychological Reports 29: 1223-1228,

Findley, Warren and Zryan, M.

1971a Ability Greuping: 1970--I. Common Practices in the Use of
Tests for Crouping Students in Public Schools. Athens, Georgia:
The Ceater for Educational I=provement, University of Georgia,
Arthens, Ga. EDO48381.

1971% Ability Grouping: 1970-- II. The Impact of Ability Grouping
on School Achieverent, Affective Development, Ethnic Separaticn
and Socioscononic Scparation. Ed 058382.

.

1971c Ability Grouping: 1970-- IIi. The Problems 2nd Utilities
involved in the Use of Tests for Grouping Children with
Limited Backgrounds. ED 048383..

19714 Ability Grouping: 1970-- 1IV. Corclusions and Recommendatiorns.
Ed 048384,

*Fine, Leonard

1972 The effects of positive teacher expectancy on; the reading
achieverent and IQ gains of pupils in grade two. Unpublished |
doctoral dissertation, Temple University. DAI 33: 15104-1511,

Finn, Jeremy D.

1972 Expectations and the educational environment. Review of
Educational Research 42: 387-410,

Finn, Jeremy D. et zl,
1975 Teacher expectations and pupil achievement. Urban Education X: 175-197.

Fleﬁing, Ei}se S. and Anttonen, Ralph G.

1971b *Teacher expectancy or My Fair Lady." American Educational
Research Journal 8: 241-252,

rr

{)

]
£

- 168 -~




Flowers, C. E.

1966 Effects of an arbitrary accelerated group placerment on the
tested acadenmic achievement of educationally disadvantaged
students. Unpublished doctoral disscrtation, Colunbia
University. DAT 27: 991aA.

Freiberg, Jerome

1970 The effects of ability grouping on interactions in the
classrocn. Ed4 05319%.

Friend, Ronald M., Neal, Johan 3.
&

1972 Children's perceptions of success and failure: an attributional
analysis of the effects of race and social class. Develop-
mental Psychology 7: 124-8. -

E ]

Fuchs, Estelle

1968 How teachers learn to help children f£ail. Pp. 75-85. 1In
Kell Kellie, (Ed.) 1973. The Xyth of Cultural Deprivation.
ilarmondsworth, England: Penguin. N

Gabber:t, Burt B.
1973 The influcence of pupil scocio-economic status on teacher behavior.
Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of Texas.
DAT 34: 2385A.

Gansneder, Bruce M.

1970 The relaticnship between teachers' attitudes toward pupils
and pupils’ attitudes and achievement. FED 037788.
Gigliotti, R.J. and Brookover, ¥.B. ' /
1975 Learning eavironment--comparison cf high and low achieving

elementary schools. Urban Education 10: 245-261.

»

Gintis, Herbert

1971 Education, technology, and the characteristics of worker
productivity. Amrerican Economic Review 61: 266-279.

Given, Barbara K.
1974 Teacher expectang_y and pupil perfori:ance: their relationship
to verbal and non-verbal commmications by teachers of learning

disabled children. Unpublished doctoral dissertation,
Catholic University. DAL 35: 1529A.

- 169 -

17y




Goldberg, Miriam L., Passow, A. larry, and Justman, Joseph

1966 The Eifects of Ability Grouping. New York: Teachers College
Press, Coluzbiz University.

Goldenberg, Irenec

1971 Social class differences in teacher attitudes toward children.
Child Development. 52: 1637 - 1640.

Goldsmith, Josephine and Fry, Edward

1971 The effect of a high expectancy prediction on reading achieve-
ment and IQ of students in grade 10. Paper presented at the
annual Arerican Educational Resez2rch Association meeting.

-

Goldstein, Eernard

1967 Lew Income Youth in Urban Areas: A Critical Review of the
Literaturc. New York: RNolt, RNinehart, Winston,

Goodlad, John I.

1960 Classroon organizﬁtion. Pp. 221~25 in Chester W. Harris {ed.),
Encyclopediz of Educational Research, Third Edition. Xew York:
Macmilian.

Goscicuski, F. W.

1970 The effect of expectancy reinforcement on arithmetic-achieve-
ment, self-concept and peer-group status of elementary children.
Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Kent State University.

DAY 31: 2179A.

Goslin, David A.

1965 The School in Contemporary Society. Glenview, I11.:
Scott, Foresman, ’

Goslin, David A, et al

-

1965 The Use of Standardized Tests in Elementary Schools.
Technical Report No. 2 on The Social Consequences of
Testing. New York: Russell Sage Foundation.

Gottlieb, D. ~

1964 Teaching and students: the views of Negro and white tedchers,
Sociology of Education 37: 345-353.

Grieger, R. M.

1970 The effects of teacher expectancy on the intelligence of
students and the behavior of teachers. Unpublished doctoral
dissertation, Ohio State University. DAL 31: 3338A.

- 170 -

177




Griffin, A

1969 Effects of secondary school orgenizatien on the develepment
of intellectual atrain~ents in England and attitudes to
school. British Jourral of Educational Psychoiogy 39: 191.

Gross, Morris

1969 Learning readiness in two Jewish groups: a study in _
'cultural deprivation’. An occasicnal paper. E£ED 026126.

Guskin, Judith T. ) - .
1971 The sccial perception of language variation: Black and vhite
teachers' attitutdes toward speakers frem different racial
and social class background. Doctoral dissertaticn, University

of Michigan. DA 31: 3954 - hid
Guskin, Alan E. and Guskin,/Samuel L.

1970 A Social Psychology of Education. Reading, Mass.: Addiscn-
' Wesley. -

Hall, Edward T.

- -

1966 The Hidden Dimensicn., Gaxden City, N.Y.: Doubleday.

Hankinson, Oscar H.

1979 Expectationé for and behavior of pupils in culturally diffcrent
schools. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of
Wisconsin., DAI 31: 1538A.

Hargreaves, David H.

1967 - Social Relations in a Secondary School. London: Routledge
& Kegan Paul.

Harris, Teresa C.

1972 The relationship between student teachers' conceptual systems
and their formation of expectations of student ability.
Unpubli?hed doctoral dissecrtation, University of Texas.

DAT 33: 4937A.




Harvey, Dzie G. and Slztin, Gerald 7.

1975 The ‘rclar.iom;hi? beiveen child's SES 2nd teacher expect-

ations: 2 test of the middle-class tias nypothesis. Social
- Forces 5%: 150-159, :

Baskett, ¥ary S.

1968 An investigatrion of the relationship betueen teacker
expectancy and pupil achievement in the special education
class. Unpublished doctoral dissertzrion, University of

) Wisconsin. DAL 29: £3383-33593.}

Hastings, Hiranm I, Jr.

1970 A study of the relationship between teacher-pupil verbal
interaction and pupil achievesent in elementary school
. science. Unpubiisned doctoral dissertation,

University
of Oregon. DAT 31: 5033A. ED 075035. ’

Havlin, Noxr= J. =
-

-
-

1969

The relationship between teacher expectancy and the behavior
of first and second grade students identified as behavior
problers. Unpublished doctorzl dissertation, Southern

* I11inois University. DAX 36G: 42764, .

¥ -

fla~nf . Thomas H. and Furst, Xorma F.
; A

-

1971 Race, socioeconomic situaticn, achievement, IQ and teacher
ratings of student behavier as factors relating to anxiety
in upper elementary school children. Sociology of Education
44: 333-350.

Heathers, Glea - ‘ )

1969 Grdu;)ing. Pp- 559-70 in Rcbert L. Ebel (ed.), Encyclopedia
of Educationzl Resegrch, Fourth Edition. New York: Maemillan.

1967 Organizing Schools Through the Dual Progress Plan. Interstate.

) - -— I
Hedegard, lJames M. ) . .
1968 Student-instructor inter{zction and its cffects on studént
. achieverment and attitudes.

Urpubirished doctoral dissertation,
University of Michigan. DAI 29: 1161-B.

s

Y




-

» x

Heintz, Paul P

1968 The relaticnship betwsen teacher expectation of acadenic
achieve 2nt and curxent school achievezent of educabie
mentally retarded pupils in sepcial classes. Unpublished
doctoral dissertation, Colurbia University. DAI 31: 1687-A.

Henderer, Joxmes M.
1971 Teacher voice fone and student academic achievezent.
‘npublished doctoral dissertation, University of Massachusetts.
DAY 32: 2397-3. ° )

Herrnstein, R.J.

1973 IQ in the XYeritocracy. EBoston: Atlantic Monthly Press.
o - r3 -
Heyrueman, Stephen Pu
1975 influences on academic achieverment: a comparison of resulls

froo Ugzanda and —ore indastrialized sccieties. EDIOL76%.
Heyns, Barbara

1974 Social 2election and stratificatien within schools.
American Journal of Sociolegy 79: 163%4-1451.

1971 . Cutriculunm assignzent and tracking policies in forty-eight
vrban public high schools. Unputlished dectoral dissertation,
University of Chicago.

.

Hildahl, S.H. - T .

Ed

1972 The allocation function of education in the United States.
International Journal of Comparative Sociology 13: 141-149.

t

Hill, Sylvia 1.B. - -

1971 " Race, class and ethnic biases in research on school performance
’ of low-income youth. Unpublished doctoral dissertation,
University of Oregon. -
Hobsen V. Hansen

1967 Congressional Record June 21, 1967, 15721-16766.

Holltzman, W. H.

1971 The changing world of mental measurement. American Psychologist
. © 26: 546-553.

- 173 -
180 -

L




Hoyt, Donald P.
1965 The relatienzhip between college grodes ond adoplt achicveme:
a review of the literature. ACT Research Reports No. 7
Jowa City, Icwa: ZLoerican College Testing Progrs.
Hopper, Farl
1971 Readings in the Theory of Eduvcatienal oystems. Lenden: Hutchinson.

Husen, T. and Swvensscon, N.E.

1960 Pedagogic milicu and developrznt of intellecteal skilis.
School Review 68: 36-31.

Jafifs, A, 3. and Adoxms, W,
1970 Academic and social factors related to entrance and retention
- at two-and four-vear colleges in the late 1960°s. XNew York:
Bureau of Applied Social Recearch, Coluxbia University.
Jeancks, Christopher, et al.
1972 Irequaiity. New York: Basic Zooks.
Jensen, Arthur

1969 " How ruch can we boost I.§. and scholastic achievement?
Harv=~2 Educational Review 39: 1-123.

Jeter, J.
1973 Teacher expectancies and teacher classroom behavior.
Educaticnal Leaderships 30: 677-681..
Jew, Wing '“' ) )
1970 Effects 4f teacher and pupil expectancy upon school

achicvemens, Unpublisb~d doctoral dissertation, University
of the Pacific. DAT 31: 21C9-A.

Jones, James D. et al.

1972 Increasing the gap between whites and blacks: tracking as
. a contributory source. Education and Urban Society 4: 339-349.

7/
Jose, lNoma J.
*
1969 Teacher-pupil interaction as it relates to attempted changes
in teacher expectancy of academic ability and achievements,
tnpubliched doctoral dissertation, Southern Illinois University.




José—, Jean and Cody, Jchn J.

1971 Teacher-pupil interaction as it relates to attecmpted changes
in teacher expectancy of academic ability ard achievesent.
2merican Educational Research Journal 8: 39-30.

Xemin, Leon J.

1974 The Science and Politics of 1.Q. Potomac, Marylapd: LIowrence
£ribhaum Associates.

Kargbel, Jero=me

1972 Cormenity college and social stratification. Harverd
Educational Rewview 52: 521-563

-

Xariger, Roger B.

1562 The relationship of iane grouping to the socioecenomic status
of the parents of seventh-grade pupils in three junior high
schools. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Michigan State
University. DAI 23: 4586.

Xatz, 1. -

1968 Faclors influencing Negro pexrformance in the desegroegated
school. Pp. 255-2938 in 3. Peutsch, I. Xatz, aad A. Jensen
(2ds.), Social Class, Race, and Psychological Pevelopzeant.
“¥ew York: Holt, Rinchart and Winstdn. .

Keddie, Neil (ui.() .

1+

1973 The Myth of Cultural Deprivation. 1a wmondsworth, England: Penguin.

1971 Classroom knowledge. Pp. 133-160 in Michael F.D.Young {ed.)
¥nowledge and Control. London: Coliier-Macmillan.

=

Xeeiley, Donald L.

-

1973 Soxze effects of the label juvenile delinguent on teacher
expectations of student behavior. Unpublished doctorai
discertation, University of Georgia. DAIS; 4746A.

Kelly, D. H.

1975 Tracking and its impact upon self-estcem--a neglected
dinmension. Education 96: 2-9.

Kehle, Thomas, J. - - i -
1972 Effect of the student’s physical attractiveness, sex, race,
intelligence, and socioeconomic status on teachers' expectations “

for the student's personality and academic performance.
Unpublished doctoral dissertationm, University of Kentucky. DAL 34: 113iA.

o =175 -
182




Keshock, John D.

1970 An investigation of the effects of the expectancy phenocmencn
upon thke inteliigence, achievernent a2rd motiyvation of izner—
city elexentary school children. Unpublished doctoral dis-
sertaticn. DAL 32:; 2433,

Kester, Scott .

1959 The corunication of teacher expectatiens and their effects
on the achievement and artitudes of secondary school pupils.
Uopublished doctoral disserraticn, University of Cklaheoma.
DAT 30: 1533A.

Xester, Scott a2nd Letchworth, George

1972 Corcaunication of teacher expectatieons and their effects on
achievenent and attitedes of sccondary school students.
Journal of Educationzl Research 66: 51-55.

Xinnie, Ernest J. and Sternlof, Richard E.

1971 The influence of nonintellective factors can the I.Q. scores
of middle and lover class children. Child Developoment
-42: 1989-1995.

¥nill, Franklia P.

1969 The manipulatiort of tezcher expectancies: its eifect on
intellectual pexrformance, seif-concept, interpersonal
relationships, and the imstitutional behavior of students.
Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of Cincinnatti.
DAI 30: 52393-5240%.

¥ohn, Paul 3.

1973 Relationships between expectations of teachers and performance
of students. Journal of School Health 43: 4£98-503.

Xranz, Patricia L. et al.
-

1970 The relationship between teacher perception of pupils and
teacher behavior toward those pupils. Paper presented at
~ AERA meeting: ED 038346.

Krupczak, Willian P.

1972 Relationships among student self=concept of academic ability,
teacher perception of student academic ability, and student
achievement. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University
of Miami. DATI 33: 3383i-3389A. ’

<

- 176 -

184




Labov, Willion

1973 Fhe icogic of nonstandard English. Pp. 21-56 in Hell Keddie
{(cd.), The ¥yth of Cuitural Deprivation. MNarzoendsworth,
England:z Penguin.

Llarry P. et al. v. Wilscn Riies et 21,

1972 Federal Reporter, Secornd Series, 1hl. 502:; 963-965,

Federal Supplement, Vol. 353z 1306-1315. St. Paul, Minn.:
¥est Publishing Co.

{askaris, Jane D.
.

1971 Scrme effects of the expeirimental manipulaticn of teacher
expeciaticns on the measured acadenmic growth of fifth-grade
children. Unpublished doctoral dissertation. University
of Delaware. DAY 32: 6209A.

iaVoie, J.C. and Adams, G.R.

1974 Teacher expestancy and its relation to physical and
interpersenzal characreristics of the child. Alberta Journal
of Educational Research 20: 122-132.

Lawlor, F.X. and Lawlor, E.

1973 Teacher expectations: = study of their genesis. Scieace
Education 57: 9-14.

Leacock, Eleanor-3B.
1969 Teaching and Learning in City Schools. XNew York: Basic Books.
Lennards, Joseph L.

1269 The secondary school system in the Netherlands: some social
consequences of streaming. ED 029365.

Lesyk, Carolee K. et al.”
1971 Student attitudes toward grouping and their effects on
self-concept and school satisfaction. ZXent State University,

Ohio, Bureau of Educational Research. ED 047861.

Lesser, Gerald & Susan S. Stodolsky

1967 Learning patterns in the disadvantaged. Harvard Educational o

Review 37: 546-593.

B 154

]




-

Levenson, Stanley

1972 The attitudes and feeiirgs of selected sixth grade children
tovard readinz in ability greoups. Unpublished dectorzl dis-
sertation, United States International University. ©DAT 33 :2819Aa.

Liong, Barbara Y. and Hendersen, Ffrund H.

1975 Certain detercinants of academic expectancies ameng Southern
and non-Southern teachers. frmerican Educational Ressarch
Journal 11: 137-31%7.

Lovell , John T.

i~

>

~ 1980 The Zay High School experizent. Edvcationai Leadership 17: 383-87.

Luchins, Abraham S. and Luchins, ¥dith 1.

1948 Children's attitudes toward homogeneous grouping. Journal
of Geaetic Psychology 72: 3-9. ’

Machowsky, Herbert
1973 The effects of teacher's locus of control, teacher's
knowledge of intellectual potentiail and informational
source status on teacher's judgoments of children's -
expected academic ability. Unpublished doctoral dissertation,
Temple University. DAI 35: 17533.

Mackler, Bernard and Giddings, Morsley G..

1965 Cultural deprivation: a study in mythology. Teachers
Cotlege Record 66: 608-613.

Mandler, G., and Sarason, S.8.

1952 A study of anxiety and learning. Journal of Abnormal and
Social Psychulozy 47: 166-173. -

Mann, Maxinc

1950 Yhat dees ability grouping do to the self—éonccpt? Chizd-
hood Education 36: 3556-60.

Marjoribanks, K.

1972a Ethnicity and learning patterns: a replication and an
- explanation. Sociclogy 6: 417-31.

- 178 -

15 :




Marjogibanks, Fevrin

1972b Environment, social class and mental abilities. “ournal
of Educational Psychiology 63: 103-109.

Martinez , David .

1973 A comparison of the behavior during:reading instruction, of
teachers of high and low achieving first grade classes.
Unpubiished doctoral dissertation, University of Oregon. DAY 34:7520A.

Mascn, Emanuel J.

1973 Teachers' observations and expectations of boys and girls
as influenced by biased psychological reports and knwoledge
of the effects of bias. Journal of Educational Psychology
65: 23B-243. -

K

) ¥atzen, Stanley P. .

1965 The relationship between racial composition and scholastic
achievement in elermentary classrooms. Unpublished doctoral
dissertation, Stanford University. DAI 26: 6475. .

Mayeske, George 4.

1972 " On the explanation of racial-ethnic group differences in
achievement test scores. Pp. 542-556 in Eaviromment,
Intelligence, and Scholastic Achievement: a compilation
of testimony to the Select Committee on Equal Educational
Opportunity, United States Senate. Washington: U.S.
Governmment Printing Office. -

Mayeske, George 4. et al.

-

1969 A Study of Ourxr Nation's Schools. Washington, D.C.: U.S.
~ Government Printing Office (A working paper).

McCandles, Robert and Roberts, Albert

1972 Teachers®' marks, achievement test scores and aptitude
relations with respect to social class, race and sex.
! Journal of Educational Psychology 63: 153-159.

-

- 179 -




¥cPartland, James
1969 The relative influence of school desegregation and of class-

room desegregation on the academic achievement of ninth
grade Negro students. Journal of Social Issues 25: 93-102.

McQueeen, William ¥M. Jr.
1970 The cffect of divergent teacher expectations on the performance
of elementary school children on a vocabulary learning task.
Unpubiiched doctoral dissertation, University of South
Carolina. DAI 31: 5206A.
¥ehl, Robert Franklin, Jr.
1967 A study of relationships between homogeneous grouping in
the school and the social class structure in an up-state
New York coecmunity. Unpublished doctoral dissertation:
S.:j-Albany. DAI 27: 4085A.
Hchrabiéﬁ, A.

1971 Nonverbal communication. Ia J.K. Cole (ed.), Nebraska
Symposium on Motivation: 1971. Lincoln: University of
Nebraska Press.
Meichenbaun, Donald H., Bowers, Kenneth S. and Ross, Robert R.

1969 A behavioral analysis of teacher expectancy effect. Journal
of Personality and Social Psychology 13: 206-316.

fendels, Glen E. and Flaaders, James P.

1973 Teachers'® expectations and pupil periormance. American
Educational Research Journal 10: 203-212,

Miller, Charles ¥. et al.

1968 Socideconomic class and teacher bias. Psychological Reports
23: 806.

Miller, W.S., and Otto, H.J.

1930 Analysis of experimental studies in homogenecous grouping.
Journal of Educational Research 21: 95-102. .

Morrison, A,, and Mcintyre, D.

1969 Teachers and Teaching. Harmondsworth, England: Penguin.

- 180 -




Melligan, Joseph 2.

1972 Tcacher and stud®®pt expectations and student achievement in
college reading improvement courses. Unpublished doctoral
dissertation, Rutgers University. DAI 33: 3776A.

Murray, Howard 3B.
1972 The effects of locus of control and pattern of performance o
teachers' evaluation of a student. Unpublished doctoral

dissertation, University of Minnesota. DAI 33: 6181A.

National Education Association

-

1968 Ability Grouping, Research Summary 1968-53. Washington,D.C.:
NEA
1962 Ability Grouping, Research Memo 1962-235.

New York State Education Department, Division of Research.

1969 Racial and Social Isolation in the Schools. (Prelinminary
Report). Albany, lNew York: Office of Public Information,
New York State Educaticn Depariment.

Ogletree, Earl

1969 Homogeneous ability grouping British style. Peabody Journal .
of Education 47: 20-25.

Olivarri, Martin C.

1969 Some .elationships of abiliti grouping to student self-concept.
Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of California,
Berkeley. DAI 28: 2518a.

Page, Eilis B.

1958 Teacher comments and student performance: a seventy-four
» classroom experiment in school motivation, Journal of
Educational Psychology 49: 173-181. ’

L

Palardy, J. Michael

.

1969 ¥hat teachers believe--what children achieve. Elementary
School Journal ':370-374.
- 181 -




Parsons, Pennis E.

-

1973 A study of student teachers® expectations, and their werbal
and nonverbal behaviors. Unpublished doctoral dissertation,
University of Georgia. DAI 33: 5012a. :

Pellegrini, Robert J. andAHicks, Robert A. -

-

1972 Prophecy effects and tutorial instruction for the disadvantaged
child. American Educational Research Journal 9: £4£13-419,

Peng, Samuel S,
1974 Expectations, instructional behavior, and pupil achievement.
Unpublished doctoral dissertation, State University of

Kew York at Buffalo. DAI 35 : 1508A. ED 088833.

Perseil, Caroline Hedges

1975a Quality, Carecers and Training in Educational and Social
Research. New York: General Hall. *
1976b Education and Inequality (tentative title). New York:

Free Press of Macmillan (in progress).

=

Persely, George

1973 Teacher expectancy, studeat expectancy and performaace
- feedback effects on academic performance. ED 090331.

Peterson, Richard Lee

1966 An experimental study of the effects of ability grouping in
grades seven and eight. Unpublished doctoral dissertation,
University of Minnesota. DAI 28: 103A.

Pettigrew, Thomas F.

1958 Personality and sociocultural factors in intergroup attitudes:
a cross-national comparison. Journal of Conflict Resolution 2:
29-42.

Pidgeon, Douglas A.

1970 Expectation and Pupil Performance. National Foundation fer
Educational Research. '

- 182 -




o arhadind

Pitt, Clifford C. V.

1956 An experimental study of the effects of teachers® kaowledge
or incorrect knowledge of pupil IQ's con teachers® attitudes
and practices and pupils' attitudes and achievement.
Jnpublished doctoral dissertation, Columbia University.

DAL 16: 2387-2388.

Pollard, D. .
1973 Educational achievement and ethnic group memebership. Com-
parative Education Review 17: 362-374,

Price, P.B. et al.

1963 Performance Measures of Physicians. Salt Lake City: -
University of Utah Press. -

-

Pugh, Lee G.

1974 Teacher attitudes and expectations associated with race
and social class. Paper presented at AERA. ED 094018.

Rist, Ray C.

1970 Student social class and teacher expectations: the self-
fulfilling prophecy in ghetto education. Harvard Educational
Review 40: &411-451. -

Robinson, Leo A.
1973 Teachexr éognitive complexity and cognitive demands made upon
perceived high and low achieving students. Unpublished
doctoral dissextation, Indiana University. DAL 34:

4044A.
Roeber, Edward D. . : :
1970 The influence of information about students on the expectations

of teachers. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University .
of Michigan. DAL 32: 1344A. )

Rosenbaum, James E.
”

3>
1975 Contest and tournament mobility: norm, policy and practice in
educational selection. Paper presented at American Sociological
Association znnual meeting.

-~ 183 =

C 9

»




Rosenbaun, Jznes E. .

1974 The stratification of socialization prcecesses. American
Sociological Review 40: 48-54.

Rosenfeld, Lawrence B.

1973, An investigation of teachers® sterecotyping behavior: the
influence of mode of presentation, ethnicity, and social
class on teachers' evaluation of students. ED 090172.

Rosenshine, Barak .
1970 Interaction analysis: a tardy comment. Phi Delta Kappan
51: 445-6.

Rosenthal, Rcbert

» 1904 The pygmalion effect: what you cxpect is what you get.
) " Psychology Today Library Cassette, Tape # 12. New York:
Ziff~-Davis. .
Rosenthal, Robert and Gnore Jacobson ;_ v
1968 Pygmalion in the Classroom. New York: Helt, Rinehart and
Winston.
Roth, David R. Ve
1974 Inteldigence testing as a social activity. Pp. 143-217 in
Aaron V. Cicourel et al., Language Use and 5Gchool Performance.
New York: Academic Press. ~

Rothbart, M, Dalfen, S. and Barrett, R.

1971 Effects of teacher expectancy on student-teacher interaction.
Journal -of Educatignal Psychology 62: 49-59,

Rubovits, P. and 2achr. M. . :

1973 . Pygmalion black and white. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology 25: 210-218.

-

1971 Pygmalion analyzed: toward an explanation of the Rosenthal-
Jacobson findings. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology 19: 197-203.

Samuda, Ronald J.

1975 PsychologicalﬂTcsting of American Minorities. New York: Dodd Mead.

Sarason, S.B. and Mandler, G.

1952 Some correlates of tc%t anziety. Journal of Abnormal and
Social Psychology 47: 810-817.

- 184 -  iyi

s




Sarthory, Joseph A. -

1968 The effects of ability grouping in the mulii-cultural school
situation. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University
of New Mexico. DAL 29: £51A

Schafer, ¥Walter and Olexa, Carol

1971 Tracking and Opportunity. Scranton: Chandler.

*

Schafer, Walter E. Olcxd, Carol and Polk, Xenneth

1973 Programmed for social class: tracking in Axerican high
schools. Pp. 200-22% in Norman K. Denzin {ed.),Children
and their Carctakers. Nz Brunswick: Transaction Books.

Schain, Stephen

- -

1972 Learning of low Ability children and tutor behavior as a
function of the self-fulfilling prophecy. Unpublished doctoral
dissertation, University of Illinois. DAT 3%: 6424,

r

Schindler, Paul T.
1971 Learning to fail: ranking procedures and the self-fulfilling
prophecy in an elementary school. Unpublished doctoral
.dissertation, Northwestern University.

Schrank, Wilburn <

»
*

1970 A further study of the labcling effects of ability grouping.
Journal of Educational Research 63: 358-360.

1968 The labeling effect of ability grouping. Journal of
Educational Research 62: 51-52.

Seaver.,, ¥William B., Jr.-

1973 Effects of naturally‘induccd teacher expectancies. Journal ~
of Personality and Social Psychology-28: 333-342.

1971 _Effects of naturally induced teacher expectancies on the
academi.c performance of pupils in primary grades. Unpublished
doctoral dissertation, Northwestern University.

Schwartz, Audrey J.

-
(3

1971 The culturally advantaged: a study of Jzpanese-American.
pupils. Sociology and Social Research 55: 341-353.

142 =~




Shechy, Tilcea
1974 Children®s perccprions of teachers® expectaticns cmong selected
able 2nd specifically disabled Zearn>rs in reguler and special

classrooms. Unprblished doctoral dissertatien, University of
Southern California. DAI 35: 357%A.

Shockiey, wiilionm

1972 2ysgenics, gereticity, raceoilogy: a challenge to tke intelieczual
responsibility of ecucators. £Fhi Delta ¥appap: 297-307.

Siibeyrman, Charles
1970 Cricis in the Classrocrm. XNew York: Random House.
Siiberron, Melvin L.

1969 Echavioral exprersion of teachers' attitudes toward elementary
students. -Journal of Educational Psychology 60: 4£02-507.

Siu, Ping K.
-

1972 The relationship between rotivational patterns and acadexic
achieverent in minority group children, ED063%43,

Smith, Dan

1976 A typolegy of renearch on teachers expectations. Unpublished
¥aster's thesis, New York Tniversity (in progress).

Snow, Richard E.
1969 Unfinished Pygzmalion. Contemporary Psychology 143 197-199.
Sorensen, Aage Dottger

1970 Organizational {iffcrentiation of students and educational
opportunity. Sociology of Education 43: 355-376.

Sorotzkin, Feige, Fleming, Elyse, and Anttonen, Ralph
1974 Teachcr knowledge of standardized test information and its

effect on pupil 1Q and achievement. Journal of Experimental
Education 43: 79-85.

- 186 -

193




Spielberg, Dearsan B.
1973 L1abeling, teacher expectaticns, pupil inteliigence lewel, and
conditicons of learning. (npuldbished deoctoral disscriaticon,
Boston University. DAl 3%: 1716A.

Sguire, Jazes R.

1965 National studr of high school English programs: a school
for all seasons. Englich Jourmal 35: 272-90.

Stefanni, M.C.
1973 An analysis of classroom vorbal interaction to deterxing the
effects of expectaticns induced by the imtreodeccicn of abdbility

group 1sbels. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, foston
University. DAL 3%: 1599A.

Stein, Annie

1971 Strategies of failure. Hzrvard Educaticonal Rewiew 41: 155-20%.
Sutherland, Ann and Goldschmid, arcel L.

1974 Negative teacher expectaticon and IQ change in children with

superior inteliectual potential. Child Developzent 45:
852-856.

Themas, Alexander et 2.
1973  Examiner effect in IQ testingz of Prerto Rican working-class

children. 2Pp. 361-374 in Erwin Flaxmen (ed.), Educating
the Disadvantaged. Xew York: AMS Press.

Thorndike, Robert L.

1968 Review of R. Rosenthsl and L. Jacobson, Pygmalion in the ciassroom.
American Educational Research Jourpnal 5: 708-711.

Tricberger, E.XK.

1973 Open adzissions: a2 new form of tracking? The Insurgent
Sociologist 4: 29-43.

- 187 -




-

Trow, ¥artia
19856 The sccond transformation of American secondary education.

Pp. 437-4%9 in Reinbard Eendix and Seymeur M. Lipset {eds.)
Class, Status ard Power. XNew York:z Free Press of ¥acmiilan.

Trujilio, Gregory
1959 1%he cfiect of teacher and peer expectancies on studant social
bchavior: a =ztudy in the self-fuifilling prcphecy. Unpublished
doctoral dissertatien, Uniwversity of New ¥exico. DAT 31i:
1582a.

Tuchkman, Druce W. and Bierman, Milton

1971 Zeyond Pygmalion: Galztea in the schools. Paper presented
at AERA annual meeting. ED 037077.

Turaner, Ralph H.
3196% The Social Context of Axbition. San Francisco: Chandler.
¥Wax, }{urray_ané Yax, Rosalie
1571 Cultural deprivatica as an educational ideoclogy. Fp. 127-139
in Eleanor B, Leaceck (ed.), The Culture of Poverty: A
Critique. XNew York: Simon and Schuster.
Yebster, Hurray, Jr.

1969 Source of evaluations and expectations for performance.
Socioczetry 32: 243-258.

Yechsler, D.

31944  The Yeasurement of Adult Intelligence. 3Baltimore: Williams and
Wilkins.

Weinberg, C. and Skager, R.

1966 Social status and guidance involvement. Persorael and
Guidance Journal 44: 586-590.

Wilcox, John

1963 A search for the rultiple effects of grouping upon the growth

and behavior of junion high school pupils. Unpublished doctoral -

dissertation, Corneli University. DAL 24: 205.

- 188 -~

195




Wilkims, Wiliiznm E.
1973 The role of teacher expectations in rthe zcademic and social

behaviors of students. Unprbiished docioral dissertation,
Corsell University. DAL 33%: 76203,

Willizws, Trevor

1975 Tecocher prophesies and the irkeritance of irecuality. Paper
P € € o ¥ P
precented ot dmerican Sociological Associaticon anrual meeting.

Williors, Frederick aond Thitehead, Jack L.

1971 Ianruage in the classyoom: studies of the Pygmaiion Effect.
English Record 21: 102-111,

¥illig ¢, 3,

1963 Social irplications of streaming in the junior school.
Educational Research 5: 151-3%.

Willis, il 3.

1969 The influence of teacher cxpectation on teachers® classroom
isteyaction «ith selected children. Unpublisted doctoral
dissertation, George Peabody College. DAI 30: 3072,

%illis, Sherry L.

1972 Forration of teachers' expectations of students’ academic
achievement. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University
of Texas. DAI 33: 4960A.

Wilson, Alan B,

1967 Educational consequences of segregation in 2 California
corzunity. Pp. 165-206 in Racial Isolation ia the Public
Schools II, a Report of the U.S. Cormission on Civil Rights.
Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office.

Wise, Ralph J.

1972 Teacher and pupil factors related to teacher expectations
for children. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Yeshiva
University. DAI 33: 61914,

- 189 -




Yates, Alfred (ed.)
1986 Grouping in Education. New York: Wiley.
Yee, Albert il
1963 Source and directicn of cawsal infiverce in teacher-
pupil relatlonshiips. Jourral of Zdecaticmal Psycrology
59: 275-282.
Zansitis, Peter P. Jr.
1965 A stedy of the irpact of coxzunicated expected achievement

upen actual achievement in college science. Unpublished
doctoral dissertation, University of Illinois. DAT 26: 2572,

- 150 -




